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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  paper  represents  both  a research  paper  and  a study. 

It  deals  with  the  subject  of  how  the  organization  responsible  for 
design,  construction  and  repair  of  all  the  ships  in  the  U.S.  Navy 
became  organizationally  and  physically  split  from  its  own  engineering 
and  equipment  procuring  divisions  and  what  affects  recombining  and 
co-location  may  have  on  the  personnel  involved. 

It  is  a profile  on  how  a large  organization  can  be  forced  into 
attacking  a major  problem  (avoiding  the  loss  of  billets)  in  a stop 
gap  manner  which,  when  implemented  eventually  arrived  at  totally 
unsatisfactory  results.  Change  and  the  lack  of  a total  system 
approach  (caused  primarily  by  external  pressures  cutting  off 
.alternatives)  to  the  original  problem  caused  the  unsatisfactory 
results.  This  paper  is  an  effort  to  avoid  similar  problems  during 
the  undoing  of  the  original  solution.  In  this  regard  the  author  has 
chosen  to  study  the  social  impact  of  recombination  and  relocation 
on  the  personnel  now  divided.  Admittedly  this  is  only  one  small 
portion  of  the  system  but  it  is  a start  at  a total  system  approach 
which  may  assist  the  planners  in  their  effort  to  correct  the  tech- 
nical problems  created  by  the  original  separation. 

The  research  is  based  on  a file  search  of  documents  pertaining 
to  the  original  reorganization  and  proceeds  through  to  the  decision 


vi 


to  recombine  and  co-locate.  It  basically  sets  the  environment  and 
thinking  of  the  decision  makers  involved. 

The  study  is  based  on  a questionnaire  which  was  distributed 
to  108  of  the  personnel  on  both  sides  of  the  split  (54  each)  with  a 
55%  response  rate. 

The  paper  addresses  the  following  questions: 

1.  What  lead  to  the  original  decisions  to  "split"  the  organ- 
ization and  how  the  eventual  problems  evolved. 

2.  What  are  the  attitudes  of  the  personnel  involved  toward 
combination  and  co-location  of  the  now  divided  organ- 
ization. 

The  major  impact  of  the  study  is  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
higher  management  the  fajt  that  the  combination  and  co-location 
should  be  handled  as  a total  system  with  the  psycho-social  sub- 
system addressed.  Such  action  could  offset  the  adverse  effects 
of  the  combination  and  co-location  and  actually  have  beneficial 
results . 
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Chapter  I 


Introduction  and  Purpose 

A.  Purpose 

The  fundamental  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  determine  the 
general  attitudes  of  the  project  and  engineering  personnel  in  NAVSHIPS 
and  NAVSEC  to  the  anticipated  combination  and  co-location  of  the 
two  commands. 

People  are  the  fundamental  resources  of  an  organization  whose 
primary  functions  are  management  and  engineering.  The  Naval  Ship 
Systems  Command  and  Naval  Ship  Engineering  Center  are  such 
organizations.  As  a resource,  the  personnel  who  compose  the 
"operational  forces"  of  these  organizations  must  be  kept  at  peak 
■performance.  Many  actions  are  taken  to  keep  these  people  technically 
competent  and  good  or  bad  these  will  not  be  addressed  here.  What 
is  addressed  is  how  actions  to  keep  personnel  and  improve  their 
organizational  and  physical  relationships  may  affect  the  basic  job 
attitudes  of  the  personnel.  As  one  of  these  people  involved  I have 
no  charter  to  change  anything  but  I have  received  indications  that 
this  paper  will  be  well  received.  My  time  and  resources  are  limited 
therefore  I will  limit  myself  to  highlighting  areas  of  further  consid- 

This  study  represents  the  views,  conclusions  and  recommendations 
of  the  author  and  does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  official  opinion  of 
the  Defense  Systems  Management  School  nor  the  Department  of 
Defense. 
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eration,  study  and  possible  interest,  with  the  changes  left  to  others. 
I can  only  hope  that  I can  open  unexplored  avenues  that  lead  to 
meaningful  results,  thus  avoiding  future  problems  and  headaches. 

B.  Definitions 

The  terms  used  within  this  study  will  be  commonly  used  and 
defined  terms  with  the  exception  of  the  following: 

i.  NAVSHIPS  (Naval  Ship  Systems  Command)-responsible 
for  ship  acquisition,  repair,  overhaul,  nuclear  pro- 
pulsion and  shipboard  components  for  the  U.S.  Navy. 

ii.  NAVSEC  (Naval  Ship  Engineering  Center) -provides 
engineering  and  material  management  support  on  a 

. customer  funded  basis. 

iii.  Combination  - external  and  internal  reorganization  of 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  into  a single  command  within 
NAVSHIPS  with  the  elimination  of  dual  administrative 
functions . 

iv.  Co-location  - the  physical  moving  of  NAVSEC  into  the 
National  Center  Complex  where  NAVSHIPS  is  presently 
located . 

V.  Psycho-social  - Individuals  in  social  relationships. 

vi.  Organizational  Development  - formal  and  informal  pro- 
cesses which  have  the  overriding  objective  of  improving 


organizational  effectiveness  and  efficiency  by  means  of 
parallel  improvements  in  individuals  and  small  groups. 

C.  Limitations 

The  basic  limitation  of  this  paper  is  the  lack  of  ability  of  the 
author,  which  resulted  in  a questionnaire  (see  Appendix  1)  filled 
with  inadequacies.  The  most  glaring  of  these  is  the  fact  that  I 
make  reference  to  only  co-location  in  the  questionnaire  without 
definition  of  what  was  meant.  This  made  questions  keyed  to  com- 
bination ambiguous  to  those  respondents  who  did  not  assume  that 
it  was  included  in  co-location. 

Major  limitations  on  the  entire  paper  are: 
i.  Only  civilian  personnel  in  project  management  offices 
or  engineering  support  offices  in  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC 
were  given  questionnaires.  No  responses  from  anyone 
below  the  grade  of  GS-12  were  received  with  the  majority 
being  GS-14's  or  above.  Therefore  application  of  the 
results  to  other  divisions  (i.e.  Administrative,  Contract- 
ing), occupational  areas  (i.e.  clerical,  accounting)  or 
military  personnel  would  have  to  be  tempered, 
li.  Though  the  personnel  in  question  are  managers  and/or 
engineers  they  are  in  a special  category  as  government 
employees,  working  at  the  seat  of  government,  for  NAVSKIPS 
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and  NAVSEC , in  an  urban  environment,  on  the  East  Coast, 
etc.  All  these  factors  would  make  the  use  of  results 
contained  herein  of  questionable  value  outside  of  its 
environment. 

iii.  The  size  of  the  organization  also  has  an  effect  on  results. 
The  total  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  employment  is  3431  with 
1666  in  NAVSHIPS  Project  Offices  and  NAVSEC  Engineering 
Support  Codes  (includes  Clerical,  Secretarial,  etc.) 

iv.  Also  of  note  is  the  time  frame  involved.  There  is  no  way 
of  determining  the  effects  of  "Watergate",  the  Middle 
East,  the  Fall  Season,  a non-election  year,  the  October 

• pay, raise,  budget  submissions,  no  FY-74  budget  approval , 
etc.  on  the  attitudes  of  the  personnel  involved. 

V.  Another  critical  limiatioh  on  the  scope  of  the  study  is  the 
lack  of  time  to  analyze  the  data  collected.  There  may  be 
valuable  keys  to  general  employee  attitudes  available  in 
the  data  collected  that  has  been  left  uncovered.  The  data 
is  available  for  further  study  if  such  is  desired. 

This  paper  is  so  specific  that  it  is  much  easier  to  say  that  it 
should  only  be  used  outside  of  its  intended  purposes  with  the  great- 
est of  care. 
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D.  Organization 


This  paper  is  organized  by  major  research  questions  (see 
paragraph  F below)  in  an  effort  to  maintain  a logical  flow  and  to 
allow  separate  use  of  the  sections.  In  doing  this  the  paper  also 
follows  the  actual  patterns  of  research  followed,  with  the  file 
search,  questionnaires  and  analysis  functions  each  contributing 
in  order. 

The  questionnaire  will  be  handled  a question  at  a time  in  an 
effort  to  recreate  the  attitudes  of  the  respondents  basically  to  the 
co-location  of  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  but  also  in  greater  depth 
where  possible.  Salient  and  repeated  comments  by  respondents 
will  be  covered  as  appropriate  during  the  analysis  of  the  question 
and  in  the  survey  of  attitudes  after  coverage  of  the  questions . 

E.  Fundamental  Technique/Hvpothesis^"'^ 

My  basic  hypothesis  will  be  that  there  is  no  significant 
polarity  or  single  group  opinion  among  the  managerial  and/or 
engineering  community  in  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC . In  order  to  accept 
or  reject  this  hypothesis,  I will  use  an  oC  - , oi  criteria  in 
the  Kolmogorov  - Smirnov  one  sample  test  for  most  elements  of  the 
questionnaire.  This  technique  should  eliminate  doubts  in  the  level 
of  confidence  (99%)  and  it  should  also  help  detect  the  areas  of 
Importance.  Much  of  the  analysis  will  be  readily  apparent  from 


the  data,  but  using  such  a technique  as  indicated  here  will  help 
establish  attitude  priorities . 

Analysis  of  the  data  by  itself  will  contribute  little  to  the 
situation  at  hand.  How  the  data  is  synthesized  and  how  the  infor- 
mation gained  is  put  together  and  used  is  the  key  to  a successful 
product.  In  many  cases  stopping  a counter  productive  action  is 
as  beneficial  as  creating  a productive  action. 


Research  Ou esti on s : 


The  major  research  questions  that  form  the  basis  of  this 


paper  are: 


1.  What  circumstances,  events  and/or  conditions  lead 

to  the  original  division  of  the  managerial  and  engineer- 
ing functions  of  the  old  Bureau  of  Ship  Building,  the 
problems  encountered  and  actions  initiated  to  correct 


those  problems. 

2.  What  are  the  basic  attitudes  of  the  employees  involved 
toward  combination  and  co-location  of  the  two  commands 
formed  by  the  original  split? 

Question  2 deals  with  the  personal  as  well  as  job  related  attitudes 
affects  and  will  touch  the  "hygiene"  (physical.  Physiological,  ana- 
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work  itself,  responsibility,  advancement,  etc.)  factors  involved.^ 
This  paper  will  describe  the  basic  situation,  how  it  arose, 
and  the  psycho-social  impact  the  planned  solutions  will  have  on 
those  Involved.  It  has  not  been  presumed  what  the  attitudes  "should" 
be,  because  this  paper  only  seeks  to  bring  to  the  fore  trade-offs  that 
may  be  being  made  without  full  realization  and/or  clarity  assumptions 
that  have  been  made  or  attitudes  arrived  at,  without  data  to  go  on. 

I will  not  over  extend  this  paper  into  giving  detailed  solutions  as 
I originally  planned  for  my  resources  proved  inadequate  to  the  task 
of  gathering  all  the  information  necessary.  I do  not  want  to  fall 
into  the  trap  of  creating  solutions  without  knowing  the  total  system 
involved.,  I will  have  to  be  satisfied  with  contributing  a little  extra 
information  on  to  those  who  are  tasked  with  the  responsibility  of 
creating  the  final  plans  to  be  implemented. 
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Chapter  II 

Review  of  Related  Research 

Because  of  the  detailed  and  limited  nature  of  my  research 
questions,  review  of  specific  literature  and  research  was  brief. 

Works  by  the  major  researchers  in  the  field  of  organizational  behav- 
ior, while  interesting,  were  not  significant  in  contributing  to  this 
study,  for  in  all  cases  the  environment  and/or  people  involved 
were  entirely  different.  In-house  studies  have  been  performed  by 
NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  but  they  were  predominately  organizational  and 
based  on  working  efficiency.  For  that  reason,  and  the  sensitivity 
of  the  studies  and  information  contained  therein  they  were  not  used 
in  this  paper.  Though  not  used  directly  in’ this  paper,  two  studies 
are  considered  worth  citing  for  further  information  for  those  interested. 
The  first; 

1.  Part  I of  an  unpublished  staff  paper  Decision  Paper; 
Functional  Cognizance  of  Ship  Electronics  dated  December  1971. 

This  study,  written  by  Mr.  A.  Klotz,  (then  NAVSHIPS  OIP) 
and  titled  "The  Historical  Perspective  of  NAVSEC  Mission  and 
Staffing"  (Appendix  4)  gives  further  insight  into  the  manpower  and 
funding  problems  that  lead  to  the  original  division  of  BUSHIPS  and 
the  mission  of  NAVSEC.  Manpower  and  funding  graphs  are  included 
for  clarity. 
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The  second; 


2.  Report  on  Personal  Goals  Session  by  Mr.  I.  Wanless 
dated  April  20,  1973.  (NAVSHIPS  Memo  09D:IJW:  may  Ser  16-09D 
of  20  April,  1973). 

This  study  seeks  to  identify  ". . .factors  which  inhibit  develop- 
ment of  Pride,  Professionalism  and  Motivation. . . " and  ". . .to  reach 
agreement  on  priorities.  . . It  uses  a technique  developed  by 
Mr.  John  T.  Hall,  National  Bureau  of  Standards.  "The  technique 
involves  four  discussion  areas  (Objectives,  Communications, 
Supervision,  Productivity),  four  recorders , and  , in  this  case,  27 
attendees.  The  attendees  moved  from  area  to  area  in  a pre-determined 
pattern,  at  12-minute  intervals,  through  eight  periods."  The  result 
of  this  session  should  be  of  great  interest  to  those  involved  with 
organizing  NAVSHIPS  personnel. 

While  reviewing  the  above  mentioned  studies  and  reading 
organizational  psychology  literature  I decided  that  this  paper  would 
be  done  independently  and  with  no  fixed  attitudes  in  an  effort  to 
add  information  on  and  not  to  confirm  anything  previously  thought 
or  done . 
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Chapter  III 


Data  Collection  and  Analysis 


Methods  Used  to  Collect  Data 

For  the  basic  background  and  history  that  went  into  Chapter  IV, 
and  what  lead  up  to  the  present  situation,  I relied  almost  totally 
on  the  files  held  at  NAVSHIPS.  Conversations  and  informal  inter- 
views with  NAVSHIPS  employees.  In  knowledgeable  positions  and 
employed  over  the  time  period  in  question,  also  contributed. 

The  file  search  was  systematically  done  covering  a year  at 
a time  with  notes  compiled  to  create  the  chronology  given  in  Chapter 
IV.  Care  was  taken  to  remain  on  the  subject  of  dividing  influences 
though  many  other  topics  arose  that  would  have  been  interesting  to 


follow. 
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Toward  the  close  of  the  file  search  I developed  the  questionnaire 
used  to  determine  employee  attitudes. 

The  questionnaire  (Appendix  1)  was  developed  based  on  Herzberg's 
"motivators"  with  certain  questions  included  to  determine  "hygiene" 
factors  not  satisfied.  Each  question  allowed  for  comments.  This 
allowed  some  interpretation  to  reduce  bias  and  permitted  the  discovery 
of  unexpected  bias  or  misunderstandings  of  the  respondents.  Unlike 
common  testing  practice  and  much  to  the  concern  of  my  study  adviser. 
Major  George  N.  Giacoppe  (USA) , an  odd  number  of  choices  were 
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allowed.  I did  not  want  to  exclude  apathy  as  one  of  the  possible 
attitudes  prevailing.  By  allowing  a middle-of-the-road,  non- 
committed  answer  this  could  be  brought  out.  By  forcing  the  respon- 
dent to  commit  himself  one  way  or  the  other  I would  never  find  out. 

I weighed  the  shortcomings  of  my  questionnaire  in  this  regard  and 
went  with  the  odd  choices  realizing  I would  be  losing  some  of  the 
underlying  attitudes  that  would  be  uncovered  when  a choice  must 
be  made.  The  polarity  of  the  questions  was  reversed  from  time 
to  time  to  insure  that  the  respondent  actually  read  the  question 
and  understood  the  alternatives  available.  This  was  done  to  avoid 
the  situation  where  a respondent  would  automatically  proceed  to 
complete  several  portions  of  the  questionnaire  at  the  same  level 
as  the  first  few  questions.  Due  to  the  specific  nature  of  the 
content  of  certain  questions  the  format  of  the  questionnaire  was 
modified  to  suit  the  need. 

The  questionnaires  were  randomly  distributed  by  hand.  Only 
project  offices  and  engineering  codes  were  entered  and  professionals 
handed  the  questionnaires.  108  questionnaires  were  distributed  in 
this  manner  (I  asked  for  110  to  be  reproduced  but  only  received  108). 
Respondents  were  asked  to  return  the  filled  in  questionnaires  to 
my  office  by  internal  mail  or  by  hand.  No  names,  offices  or  any 
other  identification  was  required  except  grade  level  and  years  with 


the  Navy.  The  latter  information  was  requested  so  that  users  of 
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the  data  gathered  could  get  a better  insight  into  the  respondents 
and  the  value  of  and  limitations  on  the  data.  The  "code"  numbers 
and  quantities  distributed  in  each  code  will  not  be  stated  in  this 
paper  nor  was  that  data  even  recorded.  These  measures  were 
taken  to  insure  the  security  of  responses  and  to  support  the  non- 
attribution policy. 

No  questionnaires  received  after  November  6,  1973  are 
included  in  the  tabulations.  The  "cut  off"  was  established  in 
order  to  allow  time  to  develop  cumulative  calculations. 

The  questionnaire  was  not  pre-tested  but  was  reviewed  by 
officials  at  DSMS  and  NAVSHIPS  for  content  and  format.  Also 
impartial  and  unbiased  people  were  used  to  determine  the  clarity 
of  the  questions . 

Methods  Used  to  Analyze  Data 

A question-by-question  analysis  of  each  questionnaire  was 
performed  to  interpret  acceptance  or  rejection.  Multiple  responses 
to  the  same  question  were  interpreted  as  describing  the  mean  of 
the  Indicated  responses.  In  only  one  case  were  responses  made 
on  the  lines.  In  this  case  the  answers  meant  were  readily  discernable 
from  the  comments  given  or  the  extreme  positions  of  the  responses. 

Any  impact  would  be  slight  because  the  cumulative  data  was  grouped 
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to  conduct  the  calculations  for  hypothesis  testing. 

Questions  I and  II  were  purposely  placed  at  the  end  of  the 
questionnaire  so  as  not  to  prejudice  the  respondents  and  their 
answers  to  other  questions.  Question  16  served  a two  fold  purpose 
in  identifying  respondents  from  NAVSEC.  The  request  for  Grade, 
years  with  the  Navy  and  other  demographic  data  was  added  to 
establish  a profile  of  the  respondents  and  further  define  the  limit- 
ations of  the  results. 

The  data  was  analyzed  mainly  through  the  Kolmogorov  - 
Smirnov  test  except  for  part  of  question  17  which  was  meant  to 
uncover  physical  "hygiene"  factors  that  if  given  attention  could 
possibly  be  changed  and  adverse  affects  diminished.  One  mention 
pf  a reasonably  correctable  problem  should  be  all  that  is  necessary 
in  such  a case. 

Appendix  1 displays  one  questionnaire  which  contains  raw 
data  used  directly  in  the  analysis.  Appendices  2 and  3 show  how 
the  data  was  cumulated  and  the  methods  used  for  testing  the  "null" 
hypothesis  respectively. 


¥ 


13 


Chapter  IV 

;.!:aior  Research  Question  (1) 

A,  File  Search  and  History 

During  the  summer  of  1964  there  was  much  discussion  in 
Washington,  D.  C.  about  the  size  of  the  "headquarters"  of  the 
various  executive  departments  located  there.  Many  studies  were 
done  to  determine  what  is  a headquarters,  asking  such  questions 
as  what  activities: 

1.  must  be  at  the  seat  of  government. 

ii.  are  specified  by  law  to  be  at  the  seat  of  government. 

iii.  have  strong  custom,  tradition  or  other  good  reasons 
. for  being  at  the  seat  of  government. 

iv.  would  be  inefficient  and  ineffective  (cost,  travel,  time, 
working  ties,  etc.)  outside  of  a Washington,  D.  C. 
"headquarters" . 

In  the  fall  of  1964  fearing  the  loss  of  as  many  as  one-half 
of  the  Bureau  of  Shipbuilding's  (BUSHIPS)  employees,  the  Chief 
of  Naval  Material  (CNM)  requested  a report  from  BUSHIPS  indicating 
what  functions  and  personnel  could  be  moved  out  of  BUSHIPS  to  a 
"field"  activity.  The  required  response  time  was  3 weeks  but 
BUSHIPS'  manpower  and  planning  division  had  anticipated  the 
action  and  was  ready.  On  October  23,  1964  the  initial  BUSHIPS 
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plan  was  submitted.  This  plan  essentially  indicated  that  as  long  as 
this  would  be  a "paper"  reorganization  (all  the  personnel  would 
remain  where  they  were)  the  management  and  administrative  functions 
of  the  Bureau  could  be  separated  from  the  technical  and  material 
management  functions  with  the  minimum  of  disruption.  This  action 
would  eliminate  approximately  50%  of  the  headquarter's  billets 
(see  Appendix  4) . 

5-8 

For  the  next  6 months  the  idea  was  massaged  with  Navy 

and  BUSHIPS  to  establish  the  hows  and  guidelines  for  such  action. 

Other  Navy  Headquarters  Commands,  i.e.  Bureau  of  Weapons 

(BUWEPS)  were  also  moving  in  the  same  direction. 

9 

On  May  28,  1965  BUSHIPS  formally  .requested  the  establishment 
of  the  Naval  Ship  Engineering  Support  Activity  (NAVSESA)  as  a "shore 
(field)  activity  of  the  Naval  Material  Support  Establishment"  with 
primary  support  responsibilities  to  BUSHIPS.  NAVSESA' s stated 
mission  was  "to  perform  assigned  engineering  and  material  manage- 
ment functions  for  ship  systems,  equipment  and  material  requirements 
in  support  of  the  Bureau  of  Ships.  " The  letter  went  on  to  indicate 
that  the  personnel  would  be  from  BUSHIPS  and  that  the  activity  was 
to  be  "co-locatcd  with  the  Bureau  headquarters".  The  requested 

effective  date  was  July  1,  1965.  The  Chief  of  Naval  Material  (CNM) 

10 

endorsed  the  letter  v/ith  minor  changes  and  sent  it  on  to  the  Chief 
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Of  Naval  Operations  (CNO)  to  obtain  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy's 
approval . 


During  the  same  time  frame  BUWEPS  was  taking  similar 

actions^^  to  establish  the  Naval  Weapons  Support  Activity  (NAVWSA) . 

The  major  difference,  with  the  NAVSHIPS  Plan,  being  that  the  hierarchy 

of  NAVWSA  would  be  the  same  as  BUWEPS  and  that  no  internal  changes 

at  all  would  take  place  in  operations.  The  only  action  would  be  in 

name  and  for  separate  record  keeping. 

The  only  person  "double-hatted"  in  the  NAVSESA  hierarchy  was 

to  be  the  commander  who  would  also  be  head  of  BUSHIPS'  Engineering 

Division.  Actual  but  minor  reorganizations  would  take  place. 

On  July  14,  1965  NAVSESA  was  officially  approved^^  under  the 

same  guidelines  as  the  BUSHIPS  request  mentioned  above. 

The  BUSHIPS  machinery  started  rolling  and  by  July  21,  1965  a 

task  group  to  prepare  a "detailed  plan"  providing  for  establishment 

13-14 

and  operation  of  NAVSESA  was  formed.  NAVSESA  was  to  be 

established  "in-place"  and  fully  operational.  Future  problems 

were  recognized  by  the  inclusion  of  the  following: 

"There  is  no  plan  for  relocation  of  any  part  thereof 
outside  the  National  Capitol  Region.  However, 
due  to  a critical  shortage  of  space  anticipqtcd  for 
the  buildings  (Main  Navy),  it  is  necessary  to  plan 
for  the  relocation  of  limited  selected  positions  of 
the  NAVSESA  to  sites  outside  the  Main  Navy  - 
Munitions  Complex,  but  within  the  NCR". 
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The  plan  was  arrived  at  by  September  16,  1965  and  became 
known  to  all  personnel  in  early  October,  1965^^  with  October  24 
set  as  the  effective  date.  NAVSESA  was  described  as  "The  field 
activity  will  become  the  Bureau's  central  design  and  engineering 
functional  organization."  The  major  reasons  given  were  as  follows: 

i.  Separate  technical  and  project  and  program  management 
rolls  to  improve  technical  proficiency  and  responsiveness. 

ii.  Take  advantage  of  the  greater  flexibility  in  ceiling  and 
funds  available  to  field  activities. 

Of  special  note  is  that  on  October  5,  1965  an  internal  memo 
highlighted  the  feeling  of  separation  that  many  of  the  NAVSESA 
people  would  grow  to  have,  and  recommended  a change  to  the 
.proposed  name  of  the  activity  as  follows: 

".  . .recommend  change  NAVSESA  to  NAVSEC. 

The  intention,  now,  is  that  this  activity 
will  become  the  Bureau's  central  design  and  engi- 
neering functional  organization.  In  due  time 
we  will  forget  that  we  were  once  a part  of  the  Bu- 
reau and  will  have  to  stand  on  our  own  feet  as  an 
engineering  center.  Why  then  include  the  weak 
sounding  word  "Support"?  Further,  the  term 
"Activity"  does  not  suggest  design  or  engineering 
functions.  It  connotes  a conglomeration  of  func- 
tions for  which  no  proper  collective  noun  is 
suitable. " 

During  the  period  from  November  1965  through  January  1966  the 
design  and  engineering  functions  and  personnel  of  BUSHIPS  were 
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transferred  to  NAVSESA,  this  included  the  conceptual  design  function 

16 

nor  originally  contemplated.  This  latter  change  required  a memo 

to  advise  CNM  but  that  was  all. 

One  of  the  first  signs  of  separation  was  the  establishment  of 

17 

a formal  work  assignment  system  to  "get  a handle  on  the  bulk  of 
the  work"  to  allow  for  organizing  and  planning.  This  system  "recog- 
nized" the  need  for  many  informal  and  unplanned  assignments  and 
did  not  discourage  them. 

During  the  period  of  establishment  many  bugs  in  the  operation 
were  worked  out.  Some  examples  are: 

18 

1.  Funding  and  Accounting  Procedures 

19 

il.  What  engineering  functions  would  remain  in  Headquarters. 

iii.  Internal  NAVSHIPS  reassignments  to  accommodate  change 

20-21 


and  later  transfers. 

22-23 

iv.  Civilian  employment  levels. 

24 

On  October  29,  1965  an  official  request  was  forwarded  to 

CNO  via  CNM  to  change  NAVSESA' s title  to  Naval  Ship  Engineering 

Center  (NAVSEC)  for  the  reasons  stated  above^^  and  the  "negative 

effect  on  personnel"  because  the  present  title  suggests  a less  respon- 

25 

sible  role.  The  approval  document  was  never  located  in  the  files, 

but  the  title,  NAVSEC,  was  first  used  in  official  correspondence  soon 
26 

after.  This  memo  was  essentially  an  explanation  of  the  now  name 


18 


and  a pep-talk  on  the  whole  reorganization  for  the  people  involved. 

A new  interesting  viewpoint  also  appeared  in  this  memo. 

"Attainment  of  the  above  objectives  is  mandatory 
if  we  are  to  do  the  job  required  by  the  intensified 
project  management  within  DOD." 

22 

Additional  official  use  of  the  title  soon  followed.  The  title 

21 

was  officially  changed  on  December  14,  1965. 

Still  more  formalization  of  the  relationship  occurred  on 
December  20,  1965^^  when,  because  of  the  "continuing  problem 
of  relating  manpower  resources  to  specific  work  effort, " a restruc- 
turing of  the  work  control  system  was  established.  This  new  system 
had  the  following  features: 

"a.  Establish  formal  work  ordering  techniques 
■ covering  all  tasks  laid  upon  NAVSEC  by  the  Bu- 
reau and  other  external  sources. 

b.  Develop  priorities  - schedule  work. 

c.  Identification  of  work  assignments  and  man- 
power required  to  perform  the  tasks. 

d.  Control  internal  control  of  the  total  NAVSEC 
workload  to  support  management  analysis  of 
NAVSEC's  total  manpower  requirements. 

e.  Internal  scheduling  and  progress  reporting 
to  permit  the  orderly  completion  of  accepted 
work  in  accordance  with  assigned  priorities  and 
completion  dates. 

f.  The  formal  identification  and  analysis  of  the 
manpower  required  to  support  those  functions 
and  responsibilities  which  in  the  aggregate,  may 
require  a significant  use  of  manpower,  but  whose 
quantitive  impact  otherwise  cannot  be  recognized. 

g.  The  development  of  early  advice  to  the  Bureau 
and  other  customers  of  the  need  to  seek  alterna- 
tive methods  to  accomplishment  for  those  tasks 
which  cannot  bo  accepted  by  NAVSEC  for  lack  of 
manpower  or  other  resources. 
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h.  The  establishment  of  work  forca sting  meth- 
ods which  will  permit  the  Bureau  and  other  cus- 
tomers to  issue  early  advise  to  NAVSEC  of  forth- 
coming changes  in  requirements  for  engineering 
services  which  are  commensurate  with  program 
planning  of  future  fiscal  years." 

As  can  be  seen  this  new  system  goes  a long  way  to  establishing 
the  separate  status  of  NAVSEC.  Note  the  "other  external  sources" 
included. 

For  those  interested  in  reading  how  the  creation  of  NAVSEC  was 
viewed  during  the  actual  time  frame,  a speech  by  RADM  Brockett  to 
the  Pacific  Fleet  Maintenance  Conference  of  December  15,  1965  is 
included  as  Appendix  5. 

During  1966  many  NAVSEC  internal  re-organizations  were  taking 
place^®"^^  along  with  more  BUSHIPS/NAVSEC  transfers . Also 

many  field  activities  outside  of  the  Capitol  area  were  re-assigned  to 
NAVSEC  as  "field"  divisions ' 

By  April  28,  1966  NAVSEC  had  its  own  official  written  correspon- 
40 

dence  procedures  separate  from  NAVSHIPS  and  using  NAVSEC  letter- 
heads. The  procedures  also  included  messages.  Now  BUSHIPS  and 
NAVSEC  were  separate  to  the  outside  world. 

Not  only  were  external  ties  being  formalized  for  NAVSEC  but  on 
July  6,  1966  a long  detailed  internal  work  control  system,  based  on 


The  first  physical  relocation  of  fJAVSEC  personnel  started 
42 

in  August  1966,  when  the  lack  of  space  in  the  Main  Navy  Building 
"dictated"  the  need  to  move  part  of  the  Material  Control  Division  to 
Bethesda,  Maryland.  The  space  problem  was  growing  daily  with 
State  Department  and  Army  as  well  as  Navy  personnel  occupying  the 
Main  Navy  and  Munitions  Buildings  Complex.  CNM  was  also  pushing 
to  have  more  space  so  that  the  total  Material  Command  could  be 
moved  into  Main  Navy  in  the  1967  - 1968  time  frame  (NAVSHIPS, 
NAVAIR,  NAVORD,  NAVFAC,  etc.).  There  would  be  little  room  for 
"field"  activities. 

It  should  be  noted  that  on  May  1,  1966  BUSHIPS  and  BUWEPS 
were  split  into  NAVSHIPS,  NAVELEX,  NAVAIR  and  NAVORD  for  funct- 
ional and  political  reasons.  The  NaVy  considered  these  as  field 
activities  of  the  Navy  Material  Command  Headquarters  (though 
Congress  still  considered  them  as  headquarters).  NAVAIR  took  advan- 
tage of  its  field  activity  status  and  assimilated  NAVWSA  into  itself. 
NAVSHIPS  wanting  the  flexibility  of  two  facilities,  knowing  Congress' 
attitude,  and  for  the  personal  reasons  of  those  in  decision  making 
positions  did  not  take  the  same  action'v/ith  regard  to  NAVSEC. 

EXiring  this  whole  period  much  juggling  of  ceiling  points  between 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  took  place.  Ceiling  points  were  moved  to 
NAVSEC  v/hile  the  people  remained  at  NAVSHIPS,  etc.  A scare  took 
place  during  October  1966  when  rumor  had  NAVSEC  relocating  to  the 
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Federal  Building  in  Baltimore,  Maryland.  This  move  was  challenged 

43 

on  the  basis  that  too  many  people  would  be  lost  in  such  a move. 

The  need  for  the  move  due  to  lack  of  space  was  still  considered 
great. 

In  1967  NAVSEC  moved  away  from  OM&N  funding  to  customer 
funding.  Work  loading  systems  were  tightened  up  to  fully  accommo- 
date this  change.  Such  a system  of  funding  also  facilitated  the  control 
of  project  funds  now  required. 

Formal  announcement  of  the  pending  relocation  of  NAVSEC  from 

the  Main  Navy  building  to  the  Center  Building,  Prince  George's  Center, 

44-45 

Hyattsville,  Maryland  was  made  on  November  7,  1968.  No 

date  was  given  but  trial  "split  operations"  for  administrative  support 
•to  make  NAVSEC  more  self-sufficient  were  planned  for. 

It  took  until  February  6,  1969'to  firm-up  the  relocation,  but  the 
effective  date  February  24,  1969  and  the  new  address: 

Commander 

Naval  Ship  Engineering  Center 
Center  Building 
Prince  George's  Center 
Hyattsville,  Maryland  20782 

46 

was  given  to  CNO  then. 

The  relocation  of  course  called  for  a tightening  up  of  the  work 

47 

load  system  which  came  on  March  6,  1969. 
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To  make  matters  worse  no  external  update  of  the  NAVSEC 
organizational  manual  took  place  from  1966  - 1969.  Many  internal 
changes  took  place  during  this  period  and  those  outside  of  NAVSEC, 
including  NAVSHIPS,  were  unable  to  track  functions  and  expertise. 
This  administrative  problem  caused  there  to  be  a considerable  loss 
of  communications,  working  relationships  and  knowledge. 

To  help  the  above  situation,  control  workloads  and  be  respon- 
sive to  NAVSHIPS'  projects  (and  the  NAVSHIPS  Project  Directive 
System  for  tying  funds  to  Projects)  NAVSEC  established  internal 
secondary  managers. 

During  1970  the  personnel  of  NAVSHIPS  were  put  through  the 
ordeal  of  working  in  a building  being  tom  down.  The  President  had 
• decided  that  the  Navy  Buildings  on  the  Mall  had  to  be  removed  and 
removed  quickly.  In  the  process,  the  wrecking  started  at  one  end 
and  since  NAVSHIPS  planned  to  leave  last  a continuous  movement 
of  rooms  away  from  the  wrecking  and  filling  of  spaces  left  by  others 
ensued.  Not  only  were  the  NAVSHIPS  personnel  continuously  moving 
about  the  old  building  but  so  were  the  rats  and  roaches  until  all 
were  occupying  the  same  spaces.  When  the  move  to  the  "new" 
building  at  the  National  Center  in  Arlington,  Virginia  finally  took 
place  morale  worsened.  The  building  moved  into  was  unfinished. 
The  elevators  were  (and  are  still)  continuously  in  need  of  repair 
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(people  trapped  for  hours,  falling  many  floors,  having  to  crawl  out, 
etc.).  Inadequate  parking  and  street  facilities  caused  continuous 
traffic  jams  and  long  delays,  etc. 

In  summary  the  chaos  of  1970  did  little  to  help  the  growing 
problems  between  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC.  Many  NAVSEC  employees 
watching  the  chaos  felt  glad  their  move  went  so  well  and  that  their 
building  and  surroundings  were  so  nice.  Many  NAVSHIPS  employees 
became  resentful  of  the  way  they  were  being  treated. 

Over  the  entire  period  from  1966  on,  minor  conflicts  between 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  have  existed  (i.e.  letter  policies,  organization, 
reduction-in-force  policies,  mission,  etc.).  This  fact  coupled  with 
the  steady  decline  of  communications  created  by  organization  changes , 
formalized  workloading,  distance/time,  and  the  loss  of  old  working 
relationships  (people  leaving  positions  or  dying,  ending  the  first 
name  relationships  and  phone  call  or  visit  responses),  caused  the 
hierarchy  to  take  a depp  look  at  the  practicality  of  maintaining 
divided  management  and  engineering  expertise.  Tasking  had  progre- 
ssed from  informal  conversation  through  1 paragraph  written  tasks 
to  multi-page  Ship  Project  Directives  specifying  funds  and  tasks, 
while  the  understanding  of  the  tasks  and  usefulness  of  the  results 
steadily  decreased.  The  time  required  for  responses  greatly 


Increased . 
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The  first  written  indication  that  NAVSEC  and  NAVSHIPS  might 


be  again  co-located  appeared  on  April  20,  1971  in  a letter  to  NAVMAT 
which  concluded  a staffing  statement  with  the  fact  that  there  was 
no  desirable  way  to  split  NAVSEC.  It  would  all  have  to  be  moved  or 
none  of  it. 

A furor  soon  started  as  rumors  spread.  Many  NAVSEC  employees 
liked  where  they  were  and  felt  that  they  should  be  left  alone.  Many 
argued  that  for  all  its  faults  the  separation  did  allow  the  engineers 
to  work  in  peace  without  the  managers  on  their  backs  and  that  the 
results  were  really  better.  Before  long  Rep.  Lawrence  J.  Hogan  of 
Maryland  became  involved  because  his  district  would  be  losing 
beneficial  people  and  receiving  nothing  in  return.  This  ended  with 
a letter  from  Frank  Sanders  ASN  (I&L)  to  Rep.  Hogan  dated  May  21, 
1971^^  in  which  it  was  stated  that  there  would  be  no  move  because 
tenants  to  fill  the  Center  Building  could  not  be  found  and  that  only 
minor  transfers  in  both  directions  would  take  place.  This  letter 
was  followed  by  meetings  between  representatives  of  the  Navy  and 
Rep.  Hogan's  office  in  which  agreements  were  reached. 

On  June  16,  1971  formal  instructions  were  issued^^  to  clarify 
that  v/ork  charged  to  NAVSEC 's  customers  v/ould  be  of  a technical 
nature  only.  Funding  and  Accounting  Policy  and  Procedures  for  the 


engineering  effort  of  NAVSEC  were  re-established, 
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NAVSEC's  mission  and  responsibilities  were  re-stated  on 
52 

July  1,  1971. 

During  this  time  50  people  were  scheduled  to  be  moved  to 

NAVSHIPS  from  NAVSEC  to  provide  Fleet  Support  Functions . 

Congressman  Hogan  was  informed  of  this  action  beforehand. 

The  situation  did  not  improve  and  reductions  of  personnel 

throughout  the  Department  of  Defense  and  grade  level  reduction 

efforts  made  matters  worse,  lowering  morale  further.  On  July  18, 

1972^^  VCNO  requested  CNM  to  provide  plans  for  the  almalgamation 

of  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  . In  reply  to  CNM  , NAVSHIPS  stated  that 

54 

it  was  "preceding  with  plans  for  co-location  ASAP.  " In  the  back- 
ground provided,  the  following  reasons  were  given: 

i.  Many  manhours  lost  in  travel. 

ii.  Communications  problems  exist  in  improving  fleet 
support  and  productivity  of  the  commands. 

iii.  Essential  to  meeting  the  manpower  reductions  required 
over  the  next  3 years. 

The  memo  concluded  by  requesting  support  in  finding  the  space  to 
relocate  NAVSEC  in  the  National  Center  Complex  and  in  finding 
replacements  for  the  Center  Building. 

Much  planning  has  been  done  during  the  last  year  but  few 
results  have  been  forthcoming.  The  major  hurdles  of  getting  the 
basic  concept  approved  has  yet  to  be  completed.  At  present 
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the  decision  rests  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  The  plan  now  is 
to  move  NAVSEC  into  a new  building  presently  completed  at  National 
Center,  but  still  vacant.  Funds  will  be  required  to  rent  this  space 
at  a time  when  no  more  renting  is  supposed  to  take  place.  What 
replacements  there  are  tor  the  Center  Building  could  not  be  deter- 
mined. NAVFAC  would  be  a strong  choice  for  they  must  move  but 
no  details  are  available  at  this  time.  Many  plans  for  reorganization 
exist  but  none  as  yet  have  been  approved  and  decisions  are  held, 
pending  final  approval  of  the  major  co-location  question.  Further 
detail  would  be  politically  sensitive  and  add  nothing  to  this  paper. 

As  part  of  the  environment  to  these  problems  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  complexity  and  costs  of  Navy  ships  has  greatly 
increased  in  the  last  eight  years  and’  that  the  manpower  available 
has  been  decreasing  steadily. 

B.  Summary  and  Conclusion 

It  is  evident  from  the  records  reviewed  that  the  Bureau  of  Ship- 
building was  a victum  of  circumstances  almost  beyond  the  control  of  its 
management.  By  taking  stop  gap  measures,  within  guidance  and  constraints, 
to  save  billets  and  avoid  political  problems  the  organization  was 

! 

divided.  This  was  not  bad  at  first  but  soon  space  was  scarce  and  I 

one  portion  was  a field  activity,  so  it  was  moved.  Seperate  admin-  ‘ 


istrative  support,  formalized  tasking  procedures  and  the  breaking  of 
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old  ties  soon  started  to  take  their  tole.  The  gap  widened  with 
the  "field" activity  soon  thinking  it  was  independent  and  the 
"headquarters"  reorganizing  to  do  much  of  its  work  in  house  to 
avoid  delays.  Extra  coordinators  were  added  and  more  formalized 
tasking  procedures  added. 

The  original  reason  for  dividing  soon  became  lost  in  deeper 
operational  problems  and  the  arguments  for  "hiding"  the  billets 
themselves  became  trivial  in  view  of  massive  manpower  cuts 
called  for  by  the  administration. 

It  soon  became  evident  that  to  meet  manpower  reduction  and 
regain  much  of  the  lost  efficiency  of  the  organizations  recombination 
and  co-location  is  required. 

There  is  no  need  to  examine  the  need  for  action.  The  situation 
at  present  can't  be  left  to  exist.  A’technical  organization  cannot 
separate  its  project  management  and  engineering  support  functions 
and  hope  to  operate  efficiently.  This  has  been  shown  to  be  true  in 
private  industry  as  well  (Litton  Industries).  In  cases  where  organ- 
izations have  successfully  split  it  was  always  as  self  sufficient 
entities  containing  duplication  of  all  necessary  functional  groups. 
Also  the  duplication  of  administrative  and  other  functions  wastes 
critical  manpower  at  a time  when  constraints  arc  tight. 
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It  must  be  concluded  that  any  actions  taken  now  must  be 
well  planned , with  contingencies , taking  the  total  system  and 
possible  changes  into  account.  Stop  gap  measures  should  be 
avoided  as  much  as  possible  (the  consequences  can  be  vividly 
seen  in  this  history).  If  outside  constraints  make  a situation 
impossible, those  imposing  the  constraints  must  be  notified, 
with  the  reasons  why. 

Money,  people,  time  and  other  resources  in  the  Department 
of  Defense  and  the  Navy  are  too  scarce  to  allow  inefficiencies  in 
any  area  including  our  planning.  Anything  less  than  a total  systems 
approach  to  this  problem  (including  the  pycho-social  subsystem) 
would  be  inefficient  in  its  results. 
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Chapter  V 

Major  Research  Question  (2) 

Attitudes  of  Employees  to  Co-location 

A.  The  job  itself  (type,  satisfaction,  goals,  recognition,  level 
of  interest,  responsibilities) 

The  first  nine  questions  (Section  A)  of  the  questionnaire. 
Appendix  1,  try  to  uncover  facts  about  the  actual  job  performed, 
how  it  is  approached  by  the  respondent  and  what  effects  he  thinks 
co-location  will  have  on  the  work  itself. 

1.  Question  one  is  concerned  with  the  general  level  of 
job  satisfaction  on  the  present  job.  I intended  to  gain  data  with 
which  to  analyze  individual  responses  to  the  rest  of  the  question- 
naire. The  results  however  indicated  something  specific  in  them- 
selves. A large  majority  of  respondents  indicated  satisfaction 
with  their  present  jobs  (3  9 out  of  59)  with  only  8 out  of  59  indicating 
any  degree  of  dissatisfaction.  This  is  extremely  important  for 
changes  to  an  entire  system  with  such  a high  degree  of  job  satis- 
faction must  be  very  delicate  so  as  not  to  disturb  a good  thing. 
Realizing  that  over  half  of  the  respondents  were  above  the  grade  of 
GS-14  one  may  say  of  course  these  employees  are  satisfied,  but 
the  ratios  of  replies  were  the  same  for  GS-13's  and  below.  (Nor 
was  there  much  variation  between  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  respondents). 
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The  personnel  we  are  dealing  with  are  highly  skilled  engineers  and 
managers  who  are  involved  in  work  which  by  their  own  evaluation 
is  satisfying.  This,  again,  is  a significant  point.  Of  the  written 
comments  received  most  were  from  those  on  the  border  line  between 
satisfaction  and  dissatisfaction  or  dissatisfied.  These  comments 
dealt  with  the  needs  of  individual  freedom,  more  work,  and  better 
organization.  From  this  it  can  be  interpreted  that  again  the  work 
was  not  a problem  but  how  the  individual  was  allowed  to  do  the 
work.  If  those  planning  the  coordination  and  co-location  do  not 
keep  this  situation  in  mind  the  high  level  of  job  satisfaction  now 
enjoyed  can  be  damaged  even  though  the  work  to  be  done  itself 
remains  unchanged. 

2.  Question  two  deals  with  h'ow  co-location  will  affect 
job  satisfaction.  In  this  case,  though  the  answers  were  more 
spread  out,  there  were  still  enough  responses  in  the  "no  effect" 
space  to  cause  the  null  hypothesis  to  be  rejected  by  a slim  margin. 
The  grade  level  analysis  shows  little  variation  in  the  results  but 
the  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  responses  did  show  a trend.  While  most 
NAVSHIPS  personnel  indicated  "no  effect",  approximately  1/3 
indicated  that  they  felt  their  chances  for  job  satisfaction  would  be 
greated  after  co-location.  NAVSEC  responses  were  more  evenly 
spread  out  (6  "no  effect",  10  "less  chance",  and  9 "greater  chance") 
indicating  that  there  is  no  general  attitude  in  NAVSEC.  In  the  totals 
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while  28  out  of  59  indicated  "no  effect"  20  out  of  59  were  on  the 
greater  chance  side  due  to  the  NAVSHIPS  swing. 

Because  the  results  do  not  indicate  a negative  attitude 
there  appears  to  be  few  negative  pre-conceived  notions  that  have 
to  be  over  come.  This  is  a good  situation  and  should  be  cultivated 
by  the  planners.  Again  the  limitations  of  the  questionnaire  should 
not  be  lost.  The  respondents  were  a special  group  of  employees, 
but  also  an  important  group.  Most  comments  received  were  from 
those  who  felt  that  co-location  would  increase  the  chances  of  job 
satisfaction , both  for  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  employees . Almost 
all  of  these  indicated  the  main  reason  would  be  the  improved  com.muni- 
cations.  (Of  note  may  be  one  NAVSEC  response  which  indicated 
that  the  atmostphore  at  NAVSHIPS  was  more  professional!  ?) 

3.  Question  three,  four  and  five  all  deal  with  the  topic  of 
project  orientation  versus  functional  orientation  of  jobs. 

Question  three  asks  "he  direct  question  "How  much  project 
orientation  would  you  prefer  in  your  job?"  The  results  were 
extremely  in  favor  of  total  project  orientation  and  was  consistent 
for  all  grade  levels,  years  of  service  and  by  command  (though 
NAVSEC  total  responses  less  so).  Only  two  comments  were  made 
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on  this  question,  but  both  are  worth  noting; 


i.  "Greater  functional  breeds  excessive  authority 
w/o  responsibility" 

ii.  Project  "...exposure  (SHAPM  or  TYPE  DESK)  provides 
a broader  base  of  experience  and  keeps  you  abreast 
of  all  functions  within  NMC." 

This  preference  for  project  orientation  should  have  great 
impact  on  the  combination/co-location  planners.  This  response 
compiled  with  the  answers  to  question  four  indicate  a basic 
thinking  and  attitude  among  these  type  of  employees. 

Question  four  determines  the  degree  of  project  orientation 
of  the  respondent's  present  job.  The  results  indicate,  as  expected, 
that  the  NAVSHIPS  respondents  were  heavily  project  oriented. 

The  more  important  factor  is  that  the  NAVSEC  responses  were 
almost  "null"  with  close  to  equal  numbers  in  each  space.  While 
at  first  this  doesn't  seem  important  closer  analysis  uncovers  an 
important  fact.  The  questionnaires  were  distributed  among  person- 
nel in  the  NAVSEC  engineering  codes  dealing  with  "areas"  of 
expertise  and  not  tied  to  any  ship  pro^ams.  The  responses 
indicate  that  many  of  these  same  personnel,  while  working  in  a 
functional  area,  consider  their  job  project  oriented.  Two  conclusions 
can  be  reached  from  this  fact; 


33 


one,  the  terms  functional  and  project  are  misinterpreted 
(highly  unlikely  among  people  dealing  with  these  terms 
extensively) . 

two,  the  people  so  indicating,  identify  with  or  actually 
restrict  their  work  to  certain  projects. 

If  the  second  conclusion  is  true  (and  since  no  comments 
were  received  on  this  question  it  is  highly  likely)  the  combination/ 

CO— location  planners  should  note  this  in  their  analysis  of  different 
organization  setups. 

Question  five  tried  to  determine  if  the  preference  for  project 
or  functional  orientation  is  based  on  personnel  or  job  related 
considerations.  It  is  the  only  multi-choice  question  which  when 
analyzed  did  not  reject  the  null  hypothesis.  Though  the  actual 
numbers  favor  job  related  considerations  the  reasons  for  prefering 
total  project  were  diverse  enough,  over  the  entire  range  of  "entirely 
personal"  to  "entirely  job  related",  that  no  trend  could  be  consid- 
ered significant.  Obviously  the  reasons  for  the  total  project  preference 
are  complicated  and  totally  dependent  on  the  individual,  but  whatever 
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the  reasons,  the  preference  is  there  and  should  not  be  ignored.  j 
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case  where,  grade,  level,  years  of  service,  and  command  of  the 
respondents  does  not  cause  changes  in  the  results.  Only  five 
respondents  felt  that  co-location  would  hinder  their  . .ability 
.to  achieve  job  related  goals."  The  other  54  were  fairly  evenly 
dispersed  between  "strongly  enhance",  "enhance"  and  "no  effect". 
Of  the  many  comments  received  on  this  one  question  those  repeated 
the  most  were: 

i.  greater  interaction  and  communications  leading  to 
mutual  job  related  benefits. 

ii.  the  fear  that  poor  organization  would  cause  the 
benefits  to  be  lost. 

Again  we  have  the  situation  of  extremely  positive  attitudes 
about  the  co-location. 

Two  extremely  negative  comments  received  on  this  question 
were  so  uncharacteristic  with  the  rest  that  they  bear  repeating: 

1.  "I  no  longer  have  any  job  related  goals" 

2 . "...  still  have  the  problem  of  adequate  technical 
competence  in  SEC  whether  co-located  or  in  Hyattsville. " 

While  the  above  two  comments  were  out  of  the  ordinary  such 
attitudes  can  be  extremely  counter  productive  and  can  have  adverse 
affects  no  matter  how  small  the  numbers  arc.  Efforts  should  be  made 
to  bring  people  holding  such  views  back  on  track  or  get  rid  of  them. 
This  problem  though  interesting  is  out  of  the  scope  of  this  paper  and 
will  be  left  to  later  research  or  others  to  follow  up  on. 


5.  Question  7 confronts  the  problem  of  the  affect  of 
co-location  on  the  recognition  of  achievements.  The  fact  that 
all  but  8 respondents  indicated  that  co-location  would  have  "no 

■ effect",  with  all  subcomponents  consistent  was  a surprise.  When 
I originally  wrote  this  question  I had  assumed  that  the  closer 
relationship  and  communication  resulting  from  co-location  would 
spark  varying  responses  on  the  subject  or  recognition.  The  comments 
received  indicate  that  there  is  little  true  recognition  now  and  the 
amount  that  there  is  won't  be  altered  in  the  future  regardless  of 
other  changes . 

This  is  a poor  situation  since  recognition  is  one  of  Herzberg's 

principle  "motivators" . The  people  we  are  dealing  with  are  high 

55 

• on  any  scale  of  hierarchy  (Maslow's,  Herzberger's) . Question 
one  indicated  a high  degree  of  job  satisfaction  based  on  the  work 
itself.  An  effort  to  recognize  real  accomplishments  (not  a cosmetic 
effort)  should  do  much  to  further  motivate  such  people.  This  factor 
then  is  independent  of  combination/co-location  but  it  should  not 
be  lost  to  those  who  can  effect  a change.  More  effort  should  be 
placed  in  finding  adequate  solutions  to  this  problem. 

6.  Question  8 deals  with  the  affect  of  co-location  on  the 
quality  of  work  that  will  be  assigned.  The  great  majority  of 
respondents  in  all  categories  indicated  "no  effect"  and  no  comments 
were  included. 
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If  job  satisfaction  is  high  now  as  indicated  in  question  one 
above  and  won't  be  decreased  by  co-location  as  indicated  in 
question  two  then  it  is  consistent  to  expect  that  the  same  people 
will  indicate  that  the  quality  of  work  (interesting,  challengin,  etc.) 
will  not  change.  The  results  here  substantiate  and  confirm  the 
respondent's  answers  to  previous  questions  and  adds  to  the  general 
picture  of  the  attitudes  being  uncovered.  One  important  fact  is 
that  no  matter  what  the  organization,  the  work  still  has  to  be  done 
by  the  people  involved.  It  is  important  to  know  we  are  dealing 
with  interesting  and  challenging  work. 

7.  Question  9 is  a disappointment.  When  asking  how  co- 
location  would  affect  the  respondent's  responsibilities  or  sense 
or  responsibility  I expected  a wide  variety  of  results  and  many 
comments.  "No  effect"  was  the  position  of  the  great  majority 
and  this  position  was  consistant  for  all  categories  of  grade  level, 
years  of  service  and  command.  Only  one  comment  was  received 
and  it  was  from  a respondent  who  felt  his  responsibility  would 
decrease  due  to  the  addition  of  easily  reached  people  knowledgeable 
in  his  area.  His  lack  of  confidence  may  be  warrented! 

On  the  whole  I have  no  way  of  evaluating  from  my  questionnaire 
what  level  of  respondibility  I am  dealing  with,  but  if  grade  level, 
years  in  service,  influence  and  intelligence  of  comments  to  a 


questionnaire  are  any  indication  I am  dealing  with  a group  of 
responsible  people  in  responsible  positions  who  don't  see  a change 
in  their  responsibilities  due  to  co-location.  Considering  the 
■programs  and  dollars  involved  at  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  my  conjecture 
is  probably  a good  one.  Responsibilities  are  part  of  job  satisfaction 
also,  so  the  consistency  still  holds  with  regard  to  questions  one 
and  two. 

B.  Influence  Questions  ten,  eleven  and  twelve  (Section  B) 
of  the  questionnaire,  Appendix  1,  all  involve  attitudes  on  influence. 

1.  Question  ten  is  meant  to  establish  the  general  level  of 
Influence  the  respondents  now  hold.  Forty-eight  out  of  fifty-nine 
indicated  that  they  are  influential  (or  very  influential,  17) . This 
analysis  could  be  fact  or  just  how  the  respondents  view  themselves, 
but  considering  the  grade  levels  involved  I would  have  to  give  some 
creditability  to  the  self  analysis.  The  comments  received  support 
this  analysis  for  in  every  case  they  indicated  a person  is  as 
influential  as  he  wants  or  needs  to  be.  Those  are  statements  of 
Influential  people! 

2.  In  reply  to  question  eleven,  which  asked  the  importance 
placed  upon  being  influential,  28  indicated  they  place  a high  value 
on  it,  while  23  more  indicated  that  they  value  it.  This  indicates 
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may  give  some  insight  into  why  they  seeked  employment  in 
NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  in  Washington.  People  who  place  such  value 
on  influence  and  indicate  job  satisfaction  must  be  influential 
in  their  jobs  and  must  remain  influential.  All  comments  indicated 
that  to  be  effective  and  get  their  jobs  or  any  job  done  correctly 
they  must  be  influential  and  that  is  why  they  value  it  highly. 

3.  Question  12  on  how  co-location  will  affect  the  respond- 
ents abilities  to  influence  decisions  in  their  related  areas  met  with 
similar  results  to  questions  8 and  9.  32  out  of  59  indicated  that 
there  would  be  "no  effect".  This  was  probably  due  to  their  present 
high  influence  and  personalities.  There  is  a slight  trend  to  greater 
influence  in  some  though,  for  22  indicated  that  co-location  would 
enhance  their  ability  to  influence  (3  greatly).  Comments  indicated 
that  increased  communications  would  be  the  primary  cause. 

The  impact  of  influence  and  the  need  for  it  should  be  addressed 
by  combination/co-location  planners.  The  present  situation  indicates 
that  those  involved  are  influential,  feel  it  is  important  and  don't 
think  that  co-location  will  hurt  their  influence.  Disruption  of  this 
situation  could  cause  far  reaching  repercussions  in  the  organization. 

C.  Advancement  Question  13  concerns  itself  with  the  affects 
of  co-location  on  chances  for  advancement.  Again  we  have  the 
situation  where  the  majority  of  responses  indicated  that  the  co-location 
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will  have  "no  effect"  on  chances  of  advancement,  though  over  one 
quarter  of  the  respondents  did  indicate  that  they  felt  their  chances  for 
advancement  would  be  strengthened  (13  "strengthen",  2 "greatly  streng- 
then"). These  results  are  significant  because,  in  the  comments, 
it  is  realized  that  the  combination/co-location  is  particularly 
needed  to  reduce  the  numbers  of  employees.  Therefore  the  respondents 
Indicate  that  even  though  numbers  are  decreasing  their  chances  for 
advancement  will  not  be  affected, or  even  increased.  One  could 
comment  that  maybe  most  of  respondents  don't  consider  they  have 
any  chance  of  advancement  now  and  this  situation  won't  be  affected 
by  co-location.  Such  an  interpretation  cannot  be  ruled  out,  but  the 
tenor  of  responses  to  the  entire  questionnaire  is  not  one  of  people 
■in  "dead-end"  positions.  The  comments  to  this  question  were  along 
the  vein  that  greater  verities  of  jobs  would  be  available  in  a NAVSHIPS/ 
NAVSEC  combined  organization  and  this  would  cancel  or  outweigh 
the  reduced  numbers.  These  are  not  the  comments  of  "dead-ended" 
people.  The  following  comment  was  very  telling  "I  don't  feel 
threatened  by  co-location,  but  rather  encouraged".  There  is  no 
stumbling  block  to  co-location  to  be  found  in  the  respondent's 
attitude  toward  chances  to  advancement. 

D.  Level  of  Work  In  Question  14  respondents  were  asked  to 
indicate  how  much  of  their  immediate  supervisor's  job  they  felt  they 
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could  perform.  The  results  deviated  the  greatest  of  any  question 
from  the  "null"  hypothesis.  Only  one  person  indicated  he  could 
do  none  of  his  supervisors  job  and  another  indicated  he  could  do 
very  little.  20  respondents  indicated  that  they  could  do  most  of 
the  job  while  29  indicated  they  could  do  all.  Comments  consisted 
of  "every  little  bit"  and  putting  checks  all  the  way  over  in  the 
right  hand  margin  past  "all".  Only  one  person  felt  he  should  not 
answer  the  question.  Now,  admitting  that  there  are  certain  facets 
of  the  supervisor's  job  which  his  subordinate  might  not  have  know- 
ledge or  comprehension  of,  it  is  quite  evident  that  there  may  be 
considerable  work  being  done  at  levels  higher  than  need  be.  In  a 
time  of  scarcer  and  scarcer  numbers  of  people  as  resources,  those 
.available  must  be  used  to  the  utmost.  Maybe  supervisors  are 
getting  too  involved  in  details,  re-doing  subordinates  work  or 
doing  it  all.  This  is  in-efficient.  Also  a factor  is  that  expansion 
of  the  workload  can  at  times  be  used  as  a motivator.  The  expansion 
of  work  creates  a chain  reaction  going  up.  At  the  top  the  net  result 
is  not  "no  work"  but  more  time  to  manage,  plan,  supervise  properly 
and  make  decisions  instead  of  being  involved  with  developing  and 
doing  the  detailed  work.  This  efficient  use  of  manpower  and  position 
sh  :>uld  bo  a goal  of  the  planners.  The  real  solution  goes  deeper 
than  re-organization  but  requires  a concentrated  effort  on  changing 
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the  values  of  the  supervisors.  As  such,  efforts  in  this  area  must, 
by  definition,  go  farther  than  physical  reorganizations  and  re-locations. 
If  properly  pursued  such  actions  could  have  obvious  far  reaching 
results  even  to  the  recognition  on«  feels  he  receives  for  his  accom- 
plishments (question  7). 

E.  Overt  Actions  and  Actual  Problems  Question  15,  16  and 
17  get  detailed  about  the  actual  problems  of  co-location  and  whether 
employees  will  seek  new  jobs  and/or  move  their  families. 

1.  Question  15  questions  whether  the  respondent  will  seek 
employment  outside  of  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  when  the  co-location  takes 
place.  Though  the  substantial  majority  answered  "no"  the  10  "yes" 
and  2 written  in  "maybe"  ansv/ers  are  worth  noting.  There  seems  to 
be  little  problem  with  losing  this  type  of  employee  because  of  the 
co-location.  The  "yeses"  and  "maybes"  were  evenly  divided 
between  NAVSEC  and  NAVSHIPS.  This  was  not  expected  for  the 
NAVSHIPS  employees  will  be  disrupted  the  least.  Going  further 
5 out  of  the  6 NAVSHIPS  employees  leaving  indicated  they  will 
anyway.  No  reasons  were  given  but  the  comments  were  firm  that 
the  only  barrier  to  their  leaving  would  be  finding  other  jobs.  Most 
want  to  leave  government  employment  entirely  while  others  want  to 
leave  NAVSHIPS  (2  are  retiring).  Such  statistics  are  not  overbearing 
but  may  indicate  that  the  real  problem  in  employees  leaving  is  not 
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one  of  the  co-location  but  a more  basic  problem  in  NAVSHIPS , Navy 
Department  or  government  service.  As  such,  worry  about  losing 
employees  in  these  job  areas  or  planning  for  the  loss  due  to  the 
co-location  should  be  adjusted.  Added  information  may  be  contained 
in  the  comments  to  question  II  below. 

The  employees  leaving  were  concentrated  in  the  lower  grades 
and  as  such  present  a basic  problem  which  is  outside  the  scope 
of  this  paper. 

2.  On  the  question  (16)  of  whether  or  not  NAVSEC  employees 
will  seek  to  move  their  families  as  a result  of  co-location  the 
responses  were  5 yeses  out  of  24  total  respondents.  If  this  ratio 
holds  true,  over  20%  of  NAVSEC  employees' v/ill  seek  to  move.  In 
this  time  of  short  housing  and  tight  money  this  may  pose  a consid- 
erable problem.  Since  moves  are  contemplated  and  the  numbers  may 
be  high  some  effort  by  management  to  assist  in  this  area  is  warranted. 
While  such  efforts  appear  to  have  no  direct  affect  on  combination/ 
co-location,  because  of  replies  to  previous  questions,  personal 
concerns  and  assistance  can  only  improve  the  "hygiene"  surrounding 
the  job  and  free  the  employees  involved  to  be  motivated.  As  a 
suggestion,  maybe  an  informal  group  can  make  some  formal  arrange- 
ments with  realitors  and  banks  in  the  area  to  assist  tit  moves. 

Those  seeking  to  move  are  in  the  lower  grade  levels  and  may  need 
the  help. 
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3.  Question  17  was  included  to  determine  what  problems 
of  a personal  or  environmental  nature  concerned  employees  the 
most,  21  responses  out  of  58  total  indicated  that  there  were 
problems  of  major  concern  to  them.  Most  of  these  of  course  were 
NAVSEC  employees  but  32%  of  the  NAVSHIPS  employees  indicated 
that  they  also  anticipated  problems  associated  with  the  co-location, 

Occurance  of  these  problems  could  adversly  effect  the  quality  of 
work  performed.  The  converse  though  according  to  Herzberg  is 
not  ture.  That  is,  elimination  of  such  problems  will  not  increase 
the  quality  of  the  work  performed  it  will  only  allow  the  quality 
to  reach  a "normal"  level,  ’Motivators"  as  previously  mentioned 
are  what  can  increase  the  quality  above  this  "normal"  level.  For 
those  reasons  any  such  "hygiene"  problems  should  be  eliminated. 

They  are  identifiable  and  can  usually  be  eliminated  by  direct  actions. 

Again  though,  the  benefits  to  be  gained  should  be  clear  so  that  not 
too  much  is  expected.  Since  many  motivators  (i,e,  interesting 
work,  influence,  etc,)  already  exist  elimination  of  the  following 
problems,  with  no  decrease  in  the  motivators,  should  yield  satisfactory 
results: 

Personal  and  environmental  problems  (listed  in  order  of  times 
repeated  in  response  to  the  question), 
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i.  Traffic  congestion  and  the  lack  of  access  roads  in  and 
around  the  entire  Crystal  City /National  Center  Complex. 

ii.  Lack  of  adequate  and  reasonably  priced  parking. 

iii.  Time  lost  in  commuting  and  distance  to  be  transversed. 

iv.  Poor  facilities  in  National  Center.  That  is  appearance 
of  the  building,  conditions  in  and  around  the  buildings 
and  overcrowding. 

V.  Fear  of  RIFS 

vi.  Continuous  re-organizations  and  movement. 

vii.  Too  many  people  involved  in  the  work,  constant  visits 
and  checks  will  impede  work.  Loss  of  engineering 

. environment  and  too  much  politics  at  National  Center. 

viii. Lack  of  Public  Transportation,  especially  to  Maryland. 

ix.  Some  comments  indicated  that  the  co-location  would 
eliminate  problems  for  them  that  were  caused  by  the 
original  move  to  Hyattsville. 

While  many  of  these  problems  cannot  bo  effectively  altered 
the  test  does  serve  as  a target  for  planners  and  others  associated 
with  the  combination  and  co-location. 

This  entire  section  D of  the  questionnaire  contains  data  which 
planners  must  take  into  consideration.  Basically  they  are: 

i.  Very  few  of  the  personnel  in  program  offices  and  support 
engineers  in  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  v/il!  seek  employment 
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outside  of  the  commands  if  co-located.  Of  those  that  will 
most  would  have  regardless. 

ii.  A large  portion  (20%)  of  NAVSEC  employees  will  move 
their  residences  after  co-location. 

iii.  Certain  personal  or  environmental  problems  associated 
with  co-location  are  of  major  concern  to  a large  portion 
(37%)  of  employees. 

P.  The  Basic  Question  of  Co-location  Questions  18,  19  and 
20  generally  elude  to  the  "going  in"  position  of  the  respondents  to 
co-location.  The  reason  these  questions  were  placed  at  the  end  was 
to  avoid  prejudging  answers  to  other  questions  in  an  effort  to  be 
consistent. 

1.  Question  18  directly  asks -for  the  respondent's  feelings 
toward  co-location.  The  total  figures  indicated  that  over  one-helf 
of  those  responding  strongly  approve.  The  bulk  of  these  strongly 
favorable  responses  came  from  NAVSHIPS.  A closer  inspection  of 
the  NAVSEC  figures  shows  that  there  is  an  even  distribution  with 
a slight  tendency  toward  polarity  (more  at  the  extreme  ends)  with 
lower  grade  (especially  those  with  leSs  than  10  years  of  seniority) 
NAVSEC  employees  indicating  the  most  disapproval  as  a group.  The 
basic  result  seems  consistent  with  the  previous  results  v;here  the 
key  points  that  go  into  such  decisions  were  favorable.  The  discrep- 
encies  show  the  impact  of  "hygiene"  factors  and  possibly  fear  of 
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RIF  actions.  The  comments  associated  with  this  question  were 
numerous  but  basically  all  the  same.  The  co-location  is  a good 
idea  because  the  benefits  of  better  and  quicker  communications 
would  make  for  a more  efficient  organization.  Even  so  there  may 
be  much  confusion,  personnel  problems  and  personal  problems 
created.  The  degree  of  concern  for  the  latter  problems  was  what 
caused  variations  in  the  responses. 

In  this  case  the  role  of  the  planners  and  implementers  should 
be  to  factually  and  realistically  calm  the  lack  of  faith  indicated 
and  there-by  gain  the  sunport  needed  for  such  an  undertaking. 

2.  Question  L /as  used  to  determine  the  basis  for  reply 
to  question  18.  22  out  of  57  respondents  indicated  that  their  replies 

to  question  18  were  based  on  entirely  job  related  considerations 
most  of  these  had  previously  indicated  that  they  strongly  approved 
of  the  co-location.  Another  significant  grouping  was  at  the  point 
of  equal  personal  and  job  related  considerations.  The  same  NAVSEC 
people,  with  lower  grades  (equal  to  or  less  than  GS-13)  and  less 
years  of  service,  that  indicated  strong  dissatisfaction  for  co-location, 
also  indicated  that  their  opinions  were  based  on  entirely  personal 
reasons.  The  comments  again  indicated  that  co-location  would 
enhance  the  performance  capabilities  of  all  concerned,  but 
that  organizational  and  personal  problems  were  feared. 


3.  Question  20  was  an  add  on  to  determine  to  what  extent 


the  responses  given  or  attitudes  revealed  were  based  on  factual 
information.  The  results  were  conclusive  with  only  8 out  of  57 
respondents  considering  themselves  informed  or  fully  informed.  In 
spite  of  this  glaring  lack  of  information  the  general  results  of  the 
questionnaire  indicate  that  the  co-location  is  being  perceived 
favorably.  Some  bitterness  was  expressed  in  the  comments  accomp- 
anying question  20,  for  example  "Personnel  in  this  office  at  the 
working  level  are  never  informed  of  anything"  (This  was  from  a 
GS-14  in  NAVSHIPS)  and  "whenever  rumors  get  too  strong  - the 
management  puts  out  another  meaningless  statement".  Of  importance 
were  statements  that  while  little  information  has  been  produced  on 
organization  "quite  a bit  is  available  on  the  poor  conditions  of 
parking,  traffic  and  physical  working  environment". 

This  lack  of  information  along  with  the  realization  that 
information  is  lacking  should  be  corrected  as  soon  as  possible, 
before  it  has  adverse  affects  on  the  attitudes  toward  co-location. 

Even  worse  is  the  fact  that  the  only  information  available  is  about 
the  bad  aspects  of  co-location.  If  planning  is  being  done  adequately, 
disclosing  the  facts  available,  especially  how  short  commings  w’ill 
bo  overcome,  can  only  have  a positive  affect  on  attitudes.  Where 
information  is  not  firm  or  when  it  changes  this  should  be  indicated 


also.  It  is  realized  that  certain  political  problems  must  be  overcome 
first  but  as  soon  as  it  can,  the  best  information  available  must  be 
officially  released  and  continuously  updated.  In  this  way  those 
that  have  lost  faith  in  the  management  may  regain  some  of  it. 
Participation  is  an  important  part  of  job  motivation  and  also 
creates  loyality  and  commitment.  A fully  informed  employee  feels 
a part  of  decisions  and  is  more  tolerant  of  hardships  he  understands 
the  reasons  for.  The  results  of  this  questionnaire  shows  that  the 
personnel  in  the  areas  covered  are  mature,  concerned,  and  dedicated 
and  should  be  treated  as  such. 

G.  Creditability  People  will  answer  questions  differently 
if  they  believe  that  what  is  being  discussed  is  real  and  also  if  they 
believe  their  answers  will  be  used. 

1.  Question  I asked  if  the  respondent  believes  that  the 
co-location  will  ever  take  place.  Of  the  52  responses  only  four 
felt  it  would  not,  surprisingly  these  were  split  evenly  between 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC.  The  comments  given  were  penetrating 
indicating  that  thought  had  gone  into  the  answers.  Most  agreed 
that  the  main  reasons  were  the  reductions  in  people  required  and 
the  need  for  better  communications  between  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC. 
Because  of  this  strong  result  it  can  be  assumed  that  the  responses 
given  to  the  entire  questionnaire  repi-esent  roral  thoughtout  attitudes 
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based  on  the  realization  that  the  co-location  will  eventually 
take  place. 

2.  Question  2 was  disappointing.  Only  slightly  over  26% 
of  the  respondents  felt  that  the  results  of  the  questionnaire  would 
have  any  impact  on  decisions  or  how  the  co-location  will  be  executed. 
Even  worse  were  the  accompanying  comments.  For  example: 

1.  "No,  it  lies  strictly  with  the  decisions  being  made  by 
the  blue  suits  - the  top  key  civilians  do  not  have  the 

to  affect  changes  and  you  are  too  low  on  the 

pole  to  be  heard.  " 

ii.  "NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC  management  rarely  listens  to 

opinions  from  below  that  are  contrary  to  their  preconceived 
notions . " 

These  are  pretty  harsh  statements  especially  from  people  whose 
attitudes  toward  the  co-location  were  very  open  minded.  It  almost 
seems  as  if  the  question  of  being  heard  was  so  inflamatory  that  the 
issue  was  forgotten  and  an  old  wound  opened.  This  appears  to  be 
a big  rift  between  management  and  employees  so  much  so  that 
those  responding  failed  to  sec  that  in' this  case  both  seem  to  have 
similar  goals  and  aspirations.  The  employees  who  responded  to 
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and  productivity  of  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC . Their  lack  of  faith  in  manage- 
ment though  touched  upon  slightly  did  not  reflect  in  their  basic 
attitudes  toward  their  jobs  or  co-location.  I believe  honest  answers 
.were  given  all  the  way  through  the  questionnaire  and  that  the 
work  to  be  done  and  personal  organizational  atmosphere  in  which 
it  is  done  seems  in  this  case  to  be  separated  in  some  way.  A case 
where  self  motivation  is  high  and  the  work  fulfilling  but  the  interaction 
with  heirarchy  is  poor,  especially  on  a personal,  non-work  related 
basis.  The  recognition  question  (17)  touched  on  this  slightly.  This 
basic  hole  must  be  plugged.  The  combination/co-location  cannot 
do  this.  They  can  be  handled  in  a manner  that  does  not  make  matters 
worse,  but  a greater  effort  is  needed. 

H.  Summary  and  Conclusion  In  summary  v/e  are  dealing  with 
group  of  people  who  for  the  most  part  are: 

i.  satisfied  with  their  present  jobs; 

ii.  feel  that  co-location  will  not  effect  their  job  satisfaction 
(many  feel  that  co-location  will  actually  increase  their 
chances  for  job  satisfaction); 

lii.  prefer  being  totally  project  oriented  for  varied  personal 
and  job  related  reasons.  Most  look  at  their  present  jobs 
as  being  totally  project  oriented; 

iv.  consider  co-location  as  enhancing  their  ability  to 
achieve  job  related  goals; 
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V.  feel  that  co-location  will  have  no  effect  on  their  already 
poor  recognition,  interesting  and  challenging  work  and 
high  level  of  responsibility; 

vi.  influential  with  a high  value  on  being  influential.  The 
feeling  is  that  this  influence  will  for  the  most  part  unaffected 
by  co-location  though  a large  minority  look  to  the 
co-location  as  enhancing  their  influence; 

vii.  view  their  chances  of  advancement  as  not  being  affected 
by  co-location; 

viii.  capable,  in  their  eyes,  of  performing  much  of  their 
immediate  supervisors'  job; 

ix.  not  going  to  seek  employment  outside  of  NAVSHIPS/NAVSEC 
when  co-located; 

X.  will  not  seek  to  change  their  residence  after  co-location, 
though  there  are  enough  who  will  to  require  action; 

xi.  divided  in  coni..em  about  specific  personal  or  environmental 
problems  associated  with  co-location.  Most  are  not 
concerned,  but  a large  percentage  are  concerned  about 
specific  problems; 

xii.  strongly  approving  of  the  co-location  for  mostly  job 
related  or  mixed  (personal  and  job  related)  reasons;  and 

xiii . uninformed  about  the  co-location. 
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In  their  minds  the  co-location  will  take  place  and  will  be  done 
as  management  sees  fit,  not  based  on  any  inputs  from  the  employees. 

As  mentioned  before  the  attitudes  of  these  particular  types 
of  employees  toward  co-location  are  excellent.  They  don't  feel 
that  the  co-location  will  hurt  them  in  their  jobs  and  in  many  areas 
feel  it  will  help. 

A planner  need  only  concern  himself  with  not  hurting  this 
balance,  not  with  improving  the  situation,  in  order  to  make  the 
co-location  easier.  Of  note  is  the  emphasis  on  total  project  work, 
this  was  strong  and  should  be  reflected  in  the  plans. 

In  a people  crunch  some  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  expanding 
the  jobs  of  the  people  available.  This  has  been  indicated  as  very 
feasible  with  the  employees  we  are  dealing  with  because  they  feel 
they  can  do  it.  Such  action  may  be  fnade  to  appear  as  recognition 
and  become  a dual  motivator.  On  the  subject  of  recognition,  it 
and  the  relationship  between  higher  management  and  employees 
appear  to  be  major  problems.  This  problem  has  its  roots  much  deeper 
than  the  affects  of  the  co-location.  It  is  a problem  that  must  be 
addressed  and  attacked  at  all  levels  of  the  command  using  some 
formalized  "organizational  development"  (O.D.)  techniques . 

Other  problems  that  can  be  handled  by  more  direct  action  include 
housing  assistance , traffic,  parking,  RIF  information , etc.  as 
brought  out  in  questions  16  and  17. 
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I must  point  out  again  here  that  when  I originally  conceived 
the  idea  for  this  paper  I was  determined  to  solve  all  the  people 
problems  associated  with  the  combination/co-location.  Once  in 
the  middle  of  the  information  available  and  factors  (political, 
technical,  organizational,  financial,  psycho-social,  etc.)  involved, 
I soon  realized  I did  not  have  the  time  or  the  resources  and 
skill  necessary  to  undertake  meaningful  solutions.  To  guide 
without  being  able  to  even  conceive  of  the  total  system  would 
be  worse  than  ignoring  the  entire  problem.  Therefore  I have 
held  myself  to  what  I do  best,  adding  to  the  total  body  of  information 
or  the  entire  system  involved,  so  that  those  who  are  tasked  with 
the  overall  planning  will  have  a clearer  picture  of  the  system. 

This  past  chapter  though  rambling  and  awkward  (for  that 
unfortunately  is  my  "style")  is  the  heart  of  this  paper  and  I believe 
it  contains  much  information  that  would  be  of  use  to  the  planners, 
even  if  only  the  detailed  problems  uncovered  in  questions  16  and  17. 
The  limitations  of  the  information  are  numerous  though  and  the 
reader  should  keep  the  narrow  scope  in  mind. 
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Chapter  VI 

Summary  of  Other  Malor  Findings 
There  were  numerous  "other  findings"  that  resulted  from  this 
paper  many  of  which  have  already  been  covered  in  Chapter  V, 
if  they  affected  the  organization.  Major  examples  are,  the 
gap  between  employee  and  management  and  the  lack  of 
recognition  for  job  achievements.  These  findings  are  not 
associated  with  the  combination  and/or  co-location  of 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  but  go  far  deeper  into  the  make-up  of 
the  organization  and  the  organizational  personality. 

Over  50%  of  the  respondents  were  grade  GS-14's  or  above. 

This  was  definitely  not  true  of  those  that  received  the  ques- 
tionnaire or  work  in  the  area  canvased.  Through  the  replys 
were  very  similar,  and  the  results  therefore  little  effected, 
there  arises  the  finding  that  GS-14's  and  above  were  more 
responsive.  Why,  becomes  the  bigger  question.  Were  the 
lower  grade  employees  too  busy,  apathetic,  mistrusting, 
unfriendly,  etc?  I will  probably  never  know,  but  the  reasons 
for  this  might  very  well  be  of  value  to  the  commands  involved. 
When  I originally  intended  to  solve  "all"  the  problems  uncov- 
ered. I started  a librar/  search  in  the  areas  of  alienation  and 
apathy  in  high  skilled  managerial  and  engineering  employees. 
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I uncovered  very  little.  Taking  a step  further  to  Eastern 
Coast,  Urban,  Government  employees  in  the  above  category 
I found  nothing.  Even  more  significant  is  that  anything  I 
did  find  on  any  one  part  of  my  criteria  only  described  the 
problems,  sometimes  a little  theory  on  the  reasons  for  the 
problems,  but  never  how  to  solve  the  problems.  It  is  an 
area  wide  open  for  research  and,  since  there  are  a great 
deal  of  employees  that  fit  into  this  criteria,  would  be  quite 
useful . 

D.  When  trying  to  evaluate  the  respondents  attitudes  I was 
confronted  with  numerous  problems  which  I could  not  dig 
into  further  without  additional  information.  I could  not  get 
this  information  because  of  the  questionnaire  method  of 
survey.  In  the  future  I would- try  to  combine  questionnaires 
with  interviews  so  that  as  interesting  avenues  were  uncovered 
I could  follow  them.  Such  an  approach  would  require  consid- 
erable support  from  the  management  of  the  organization 
involved  and  time  and  analysis  resources  on  my  part.  This 
subject  is  far  too  broad  for  one  person  with  limited  time  and 
resources . 

E.  Analysis  of  questionnaires  is  tedious  work  which  must  be 
done  with  extreme  care.  The  use  of  "fitness  tests"  and 
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other  aids  while  useful  can  be  misleading.  The  analysis  of 


total  data  can  yield  meaningful  results,  but  many  additional 
factors  can  be  uncovered  by  analyzing  the  data  received  by 
hand,  a piece  at  a time,  especially  the  comments  offered. 

Use  of  a computer  which  I originally  envisioned,  while  it 
would  have  been  beneficial  for  compiling  and  cross  referencing 
data,  would  have  caused  me  to  miss  many  important  facts  (i.e. 
the  attitude  toward  recognition,  and  the  fact  that  most  of  the 
NAVSHIPS  employees  that  will  seek  employment  outside  of 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  intend  to  do  so  regardless  of  the  co- 
location.) 


1 

Lj 


I am  sure  more  talented  analysts  will  be  able  to  use  my  data 
to  uncover  many  other  significant  findings  invisible  to  me. 


Chapter  VII 


Summary  and  Suggestions  for  Additional  Research 
A.  Summary  and  Conclusions  This  paper  was  a yaluable 
exercise  for  me  to  view  the  organization  I work  in  as  a total  system. 

In  uncoyering  the  reasons  for  the  initial  division  and  how  it 
became  inefficient  it  soon  became  evident  that  most  of  the  commands 
actions  were  done  for  the  best  interests  of  ♦■he  command  and  the 
employees , within  a framework  of  constraints  that  made  the  alterna- 
tives extremely  narrow.  The  reasons  for  the  breakdown  in  the 
divided  system  were  many  and  were  ingrown  at  the  very  start. 

Added  people  constraints  and  other  outside  factors  only  aggrivated 
the  existing  situation.  Combination  and  co-location  is  the  most 
reasonable  solution  to  this  considerable  problem  both  for  the 
organization  and  the  people  involved. 

The  major  problem  then  becomes  hov/  to  perform  this  combination 
and  co-location  in  the  best  possible  manner  for  all  concerned  and 
within  the  constraints  imposed  on  the  management  (location,  budget, 
numbers  of  people,  etc.).  Much  planning  and  information  must  be 
incorporated  into  such  an  action.  The  physical,  organizational  and 
people  problems  are  many. 


Basically  the  employees  involved  understand  the  need  for 
combination  and  co-location  and  are  actually  (as  far  as  my  questions 
and  analysis  showed)  receptive  to  the  idea , Problems  were  uncovered 
■ by  the  questionnaire  which  should  be  addressed  by  the  management 
planners.  These  problems  cover  a range  from  traffic  and  parking  to 
the  need  for  possibly  expanding  the  scope  of  jobs  to  include  portions 
of  each  supervisor's  tasks.  These  can  be  addressed  directly  and 
their  resolution  will  contribute  to  a smoothly  run  combination  and 
co-location  and  a better  organization.  Of  greater  importance  are 
fundamental  problems  that  appear  to  be  existing  independant  of  the 
combination  and  co-location.  These  problems  are  the  lack  of  recog- 
nigition  of  job  related  achievements  and  an  apparent  chasirn  that  is 
growing  between  the  working  levels  and  the  upper  management  of 
the  organizations.  These  are  problems  that  need  not  exist,  for  it 
is  quite  obvious  that  the  employees  in  question  have  goals  and 
standards  quite  similar  to  those  of  the  management  (and  the  converse 
is  true) . What  is  most  noticeably  lacking  is  the  communication 
between  management  and  employees  that  makes  for  understanding 
of  the  problems  faced  by  each  in  reaching  their  goals.  The  fundamen- 
tal problem.s  stated  above  will  require  much  concentrated,  committed 
and  concerned  effort  and  considerable  time  to  solve.  Quick  results 
will  not  bo  forthcoming,  but  any  earnest  actions  should  yield  som.e 
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results.  Both  sides  must  be  made  aware  and  participate  in  such 
an  effort.  Lip  service  will  do  nothing! 

I personally  enjoyed  doing  this  study  and  value  the  perceptions 
I received.  The  goals  of  my  study  were  met,  but  admittedly  the 
scope  was  narrow.  The  data  contained  herein  must  be  seen  in 
context.  There  are  no  stereotyped  employees,  although  these 
employees  have  some  attitudes  in  common. 

B.  Suggestions  for  Additional  Studies  The  most  pressing 
additional  studies  that  should  be  performed  in  this  area  include  an 
expansion  of  scope  to  include  all  the  various  groupings  ..nd  types 
of  employees  that  work  in  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC.  I have  only 
scratched  the  surface  with  v;hat  I considered  to  be  the  most  impor- 
tant group  of  employees. 

Each  question  in  my  questionnaire  could  actually  use  a study 
of  its  own,  there  are  so  many  facets  to  explore.  As  previously 
mentioned  the  lack  of  recognition  and  the  chasim  between  upper 
management  and  working  employees  primarily  need  further  investi- 
gation. Other  detailed  area  studies  were  brought  out  in  Chapter  V 
(for  example;  what  to  do  with  employees  t’lat  are  totally  alienated, 
why  employees  prefer  a total  project  orientation  and  what  factors 
in  the  work  makes  an  employee  be  motivated). 


I 


An  interesting  study  would  be  what  alternatives  may  exist 
to  combination  and  co-location.  Maybe  there  is  some  way  of  saving 
billets  and  regaining  efficiency  without  performing  such  a drastic 
move,  though  I myself  doubt  it.  An  outgrowth  of  the  study  could 
be  the  effects  that  distance  and  various  organizational  structures 
have  on  communications. 

On  the  organizational  side,  studies  into  the  merits  of  large 
versus  small  project  offices  and  functional  support,  especially  in 
light  of  the  responses  to  questions  3,  4 and  5,  are  in  order. 

Of  deep  interest  to  me  would  be  a total  systems  analysis  of 

NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  in  an  effort  to  determine  ail  the  various 

systems  that  interplay  and  go  into  making  up  the  total  command. 

This  should  include  both  the  formal  and  informal  interactions  between 

the  various  systems.  ■ 

n 

• I 

Perhaps  the  most  pertinent  question  is;  How  can  we  best 
create  the  most  efficient  and  workable  total  Naval  Material  Command 
System? 

But  why  stop  here  I am  confident  that  this  paper  will  generate 
more  questions  than  I have  touched  on.  I have  learned  more  searching 
for  my  data  than  from  the  results  themselves. 

As  a final  statement,  no  study  ends  here.  After  the  combination 
and  co-location  takes  place,  and  perio.iically  after  that,  there  should 
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be  follow-up  questionnaires  and  interviews  to  determine  how  good 


the  data  was,  where  we  may  be  heading,  and  what  changes  have 
taken  place  due  to  the  actions  taken. 

C . Implications  of  this  Paper  For  a change  I will  try  to  be 
brief.  The  basic  implications  of  this  paper  are: 

1.  Some  changes  in  the  organizational  make-up  of  NAVSHIFS 
and  NAVSEC  is  necessary  to  reduce  manpower  requirements 
and  to  enhance  the  efficiency  of  the  organizations. 

2.  The  employees  involved  in  the  project  management  and 
engineering  functions  of  NAVSHIFS  and  NAVSEC  are 


receptive  to  co-location  of  the  commands.  There  are 


some  problems  involved  which  if  corrected  could  make 


the  co-location  proceed  smoother  and  action  should  be 
taken  to  correct  these.  Care  should  be  taken  not  to 


deteriorate  any  of  the  positive  attitudes  that  now  exist. 

3.  Any  actions  taken  on  "implications"  1 and  2 above  must 


be  done  with  the  total  system  in  mind  so  that  an  optimum 
solution  can  be  arrived  at.  Dike  pluging  is  not  the 
answer  anymore  and  if  such  actions  continue,  the  lack 
of  faith  evidenced  in  parts  of  the  questionnaire  may  give 
strength  to  changing  the  positive  attitudes  about  the 


work  itself. 


There  are  basic  problems  in  the  way  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC 
are  managed  and  organized  that  have  created  a chasim 
between  the  working  employees  and  management.  This 
basic  problem  must  be  fully  addressed  if  major  improve- 
ments are  to  be  expected. 

This  paper  itself  is  intended  for  use  by  the  combination 
and  co-location  planners.  Hopefully  it  will  add  to  their 
bulk  of  knowledge  and  assist  in  finding  the  right  courses 
of  action  in  implementing  the  correct  total  plan. 
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The  following  20  questions  should  be  answered  based  on  the  assumption 
that  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSTC  will  combine  and  co-locate  in  the  near  future. 
The  assumed  co-location  will  be  in  the^National  Center  Complex,  Arlington, 


A ,1.  How  would  you  describe  your  current  satisfaction  With  your  present 
job? 

rctgu.co<- ^ fully  satisfied  / f O /^''9  / f ^ / Cr  / / completely  disatisfiei. 

Comments: 


2.  How  great  do  you  believe  your  chances  for  job  satisfaction  will  be 
after  the  co-location? 


FttCTkACvicy  far  less 

Comments: 


/ / /far 


greater 


3.  How. much  project  orientation  would  you  prefer  in  your  job  (single  total 
system,  SHAPM  or  TYPEDESK  vice  General  ILS , T&E,  Propulsion,  etc.)? 


_ total 

functional  / j_ 

Comments: 


LULai 

"i  / ' 9 / i O / > d cu  / project 


4.  How  project  oriented  is  your  present  job? 


total 

hC£Qu>.,*w<..  y functional 
Comments: 


_ total 

^ ^ ^ / C-  / project 


5.  To  what  degree  is  your  answer  to  question  3 above  based  upon  personal 
or  job  related  considerations ? 


1 j entirely 

^ personal 


/ U / S /J^i  / ^ 


entirely 

^ ^ / jcb  related 


Comm.cnts: 


( 


greatly 

pjtCQ'uEj-e  ^ decrease 


/ //j, 


greatly 
/ increase 


Comments: 


9.  How  will  the  co-location  affect  your  responsibilities  or  sense  of 
responsibility  ? 


greatly 

F<!C9KCocy  decrease 


/ / 


/ /lv  y-  / / / 


greatly 

increase 


Comments; 


10.  Hov/  do  you  rate  your  influence  in  job  related  areas? 

no  influence  / O / ^ f / ^ ^ / very  influential 

Com.ments; 


11.  How  much  value  do  you  place  upon  being  influential? 


no  value 


I / I ■ G / 2 ^ 


high  value 


6.  How  will  co-location  affect  your  ability  to  achieve  job  related  goals? 


strongly  hinder/  3. 


3 /^O  / ‘-iC 


strongly  enhance 


Comments: 


7.  How  will  co-location  affect  the  recognition  you  receive  for  your 
achievements  ? 


fCCQuEu’C'y  strongly  hinder/'  ‘2. 


Z /S-J/  3 


strongly  enhance 


Comments: 


8.  How  will  co-location  affect  the  quality  (interesting,  challenging) 
of  work  you  will  be  assigned? 


Comments: 
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How  will  co-location  affect  your  ability  to  influence  decisions 
job  related  areas? 


RcC'ntTA^ygreatly  hinder  / / 


greatly  enhance 


Comments 


13.  How'  will  co-location  affect  your  chances  to  advancement? 


greatly 
/ weaken 


greatly  -ur 
strengthen 


At  the  'loacr.*'  rime  how  much  of  your  immediate  supervisor's  job  do 
you  leel  you  could  perform? 


none 


Comments 


15.  Will  you  seek  employment  outside  NAVSHIP.'l/NAVSEC  when  co-locatod? 


Comments 


16.  NAVSEC  onl 


Will  you  try  to  change  your  residence  after  co-location? 


Comments 


Are  there  any  specific  personal  or  environmental  problems  associated 
with  the  co-location  that  are  of  major  concern  to  you?  If  your  ansv.'or 
is  "yes"  please  list  the  major  ones,  (limit  to  five)  - , ^ 

i > Yfi 

a.  TrfNPFic  T‘cO 

lOi, 

C-  1"'  V \ 't, 

d . i;  F fsc  > «->'r  i ;VT  C a r ^ i •-  t . <-> 

e.  C 


e. 


Ot  i 1 1. 


I 


18.  How  do  you  feel  about  the  co-location? 


strongly 

fKCGjuCCty  disapprove 
Comments: 


7^/4-  /ID/  ^ 


19.  To  what  degree  is  your  reply  to  question  18  based  upon  person, 
(parking,  promotional  opportunities,  working  v/ith  friends)  ver 
job  related  considerations  (perform  better,  greater  access  to  i 


entirely 
FC.cq.u-t-*-' typer  sonal 

Comments: 


20.  How  much  factual  information  (distinguish  from  rum.ors)  do  yo' 
available  to  determine  what  problems  or  conditions  will  exist 
co-location  ? 


f y uninformed 


9,^  / i5  //I  / G / 


Comments: 


I.  Do  you  believe  that  the  co-location  will  ever  take  place? 

YES  NO  (circle  one) 

^ c y ^ 

Comments: 


II.  Do  you  believe  that  the  results  of  this  or  any  other  questions 
could  impact  decisions  on  how  the  co-location  will  be  exec'. 
or  how  the  resulting  organization  will  bo  managed? 

YES  NO  (circle  one) 

Comments: 


iH-  'C- 


. ■/’.I: 
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All  questionnaires  returned  were  reviewed  in  detail.  The 


results  were  tabulated  by  the  following  categories: 


Grade 


Years  of  Service 


GS-14  or  above 


>10  yrs 
< 10  yrs 


GS-13  or  below 
(Journeyman  Level) 


5:10  yrs 
-clO  yrs 


Total  MAVSHIPS  Responses 


Total  NAVSEC  Responses 
Total  Responses 


Comments  were  recorded  separately  by  question  and  response. 
Associated  questions  had  their  responses  compared. 

The  entire  cumulated  data  tables  are 'included  on  the  following 


pages . 
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S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  / 


^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

/ -/s  j,\J  / 7/7/ »3V/ 

/s  / 

z 

^ 10  yrs . 

/ 

/ /A/  //Sx.V/ 

/ 

z 

^ GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

/ /6  //V  / Vs  /-:>  , / 

/i  / 

/s 

V 

— 10  yrs , 

/ /S  /.V 

/ --)5  . ;/ 

^ . />.V 

//\y 

_z 

UNIDENTIFIED 

Z_ 

//V 

/ / / 

/ 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

Z. 

/ /^s  / -S  . / 

/ 

/ i 

_y 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

VL 

V/V 

/ //.-V  / 9v'/ 

/ N / 

//V 

/ 

TOTALS 

z. 

/c 

/ ^ 7 / />^  / 

0 / 

_z 

CUMULATIVE 

Z 

/c^ 

/ 3 9 /‘3  / / 

zz/ 

3 y 

/ 

S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  2, 


^ GS  14-10  yrs . 

/ 

/N 

/ 

2.N 

/9s.y\//  *W 

^ 10  yrs . 

z_ 

/ 

2N 

M/a// 

/ 

/S 

^ GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

z_ 

2N 

/ 

h\J 

,/7s  / 

‘A  / 

10  yrs . 

X. 

/ ' 

UNIDENTIFIED 

z_ 

/ 

/ / 

_z_ 

TOTAL  LAV  Si  UPS 

J 

/■^ . 

7-7:,/ 

NS  / 

o S 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

. 5/V 

/ 

7 a/ 

/ 0/^)/ 

7‘  A/  / 

//7 

TOTALS 

z_ 

.3 

S'" 

/ 7 « / 

/6  / 

CUMULATIVE 


/ / //  ^ / I / 'i  'S'  / '3  V 


S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  3 


^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

/ 

/IS  3N  / ‘ZN  /Jsr-Ay  9s  j.\j  / 

^10  yrs . 

/ / / aSJN  / //V  / 

^ GS  13  10  yrs. 

z_ 

/ //V  / / s / / s / / 

1 0 yrs  . 

/ / 5 /V  /ZMAi/  /-s  W/  Z*  A/  / 

UNIDLKTUILD 

z_ 

/ /.  / / //V  / 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

A. 

/ ->  / -iv.s  / / ^2  "3  / 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

//V 

/ / S^.s//  O'VV  / -Zv  / 

TOTALS 

z. 

/ 

/ / / 9 / /r  / ao  / 

CUMULATIVE 

z 

/ 

/ »y  //?/  2 / / s/  / 

S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  S 


^GSH^lOyrs.  / J N / 3b  /^3/V/  ^/n / -TV 


^ 10  yrs , 

//V  / 

//■^2jW 

^3  / 

/ j 

^ GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

//■i  /M  / 

/ 

•3,3  / 

/S 

1 0 yrs  . 

V/5/V/ 

/O ' L'//- 

L.V/ 

/j 

UNIDENTIFIED 

Z_ 

/ 

V ^ 

A\/  / 

TOTAL  N.'iVSIlTPS 

L'  - / . ; 

/ 

TOTAL  N'AVSEC 

'//N/  / N 

/ 

//•// 

'';:v 

TOTALS 

z_ 

0 / 6- 

/■■';  / 

yz 

CUMUIATIVE 

/ 

c.  / // 

•: 

UNIDENTIFIED 


TOTALS 


S = NAVSHIPS  N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  Cp 


^GS  14  10  yrs, 


^ 10  yrs . 


//V  / -2  5 /'hi/  Jc  S 


^ GS  13  10  yrs. 


■S  / / x'S  /.V 


--- 10  yrs . 


'Ay  /’53 iV- 53  -3  hj 


TOTAL  NAVSiilPS 


y //y/s  / //5  / ^5 / 


TOTAL  NAVSEC 


/ 2 /'^  / 3 /C->\J  / 9<V  / -5>V 


CUMULATIVE 
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S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES,  ^ 


^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

^ 10. yrs . 

^ GS  13  10  yrs. 

^ 10  yrs . 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/3^3N/ 

/ 

/3 

z_ 

/Y 

/ 

vV/ 

/. 

//V 

.z_ 

/V 

/ 

/rj 

/^Y// 

i //'/V 

UNIDENTIFIED 

z_ 

/ 

/ / 

/ 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS  ■ 

/ 

/.s 

/ 

/:>c  / 

/o 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

/ 

/ 

/,‘J 

//>;vy  - 

3 yy  / 

3/ 

TOTALS 

3 

3 

/ 

/ 

.3 

CUMULATIVE 

L. 

3 

< / 
/ 

/ 

C'  Y-  / 

S = NAVSHIPS  N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  f 


^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

/ 

/S 

/ 

/V  //IS  ?A/  '"//-I  / 

^ 10  yrs . 

A. 

/ 

/2^.-iN/  2^  / 

t GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

J_ 

/ 

Ai  Lv/  / 

^ 10  yrs . 

J_ 

/ 

/i  5aJ/;  j i,v/  /3  ;,\i  / 

//V 

UNIDENTIFIED 

J_ 

/ 

//A/  / 

TOTAL  N.WSH1P3 

1 

/s 

/•<  3 L / 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

1.. 

_z_ 

■D3>v  //7.V/  '/'V  / 

//v 

TOTALS 

z_ 

/ 

"/  / / / 

/ 

f . •-  , •K-'  / > O • ^ t' 


CUKIUIATIVE 


S = NAVSHIPS  N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  // 

^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 


^ 10-  yrs . 


- GS  13  ^10  yrs , 


[,  ^10  yrs. 


PS  /3S  V//  7S  /aJ/ 


/P3.3W/  yS  / 


4Ja1//  PS  / -5  3 //\J  / 


P-/\//4''.  ■;///  Vi  / 


UNIDENTIFIED 


r TOTAL  NAVbHIPS 


/ / i /.5  b /y/b  / / 7 3 


TOTAL  NA\'SEC 


jLJALJ //?/\Z/  /c\sj/  //A/' 


TOTALS 


/ / i / 


CUMUI.ATD'E 


is  lO  'yrs . 


- GS  13  ^ 10  yrs . 


:^;10  yrs. 


UNIDENTIFIED 


TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 


TOTAL  NAVSEC 


TOTALS 


CUMULATI\'E 


/ / / S'  /o  y / -5  C / S */ 


L 


S = NAVSHIPS  N = NAVSEC 


f: 


QUES.  /3 
^ GS  14  '=^  10  yrs . 


I 


^ 10  yrs . 


/ / / i 


1. 

[ 


^ GS  13  10  yrs, 


— 10  yrs . 


UNIDENTIFIED 


/ /isj  / / S /5  / /5  / 


//■<;  w /^v>v/ .5a;  / /a/  / 


z. 


/ /////  ■ / 


y 


TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 


/ /y  /^ys//-s  / /5__/ 


c 

D 

0 

0 

[1 

D 

< N 

{.J 


TOTAL  NAVSEC 


TOTALS 


CUMULATF/E 


/ /A/  / /a/  /xw/  / /aj  / 


/ ^ / 3 /3^}  / /3  / y _ / 


/ ;?  / / "/■'//  -5  ?/  o 


y 


iX 
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S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUEs.  / 


^GSH^lOyrs. 

/ 

/ 

/C^2N/  ^ ^aJ 

is  10  yrs. 

z_ 

/// 

/ 

/ 7 2%/  2b 

^ GS  13  10  yrs. 

z_ 

/ 

/o 

/ /N7  2S  / Vs  2a/ 

— 10  yrs . 

J_ 

/ 

/3b  ; A.!/ 2 a//  2 b ^/aJ 

UNIDENTIFIED 

z_ 

/ 

/ / //V  / 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

/ 

/^'b//r3/  /-  i 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

J_ 

jm  / 

/2a//  6rA/'/J?7A/ 

TOTALS 

A. 

/ 

/ 

/ 7 / / -e  V 

CUMULATIVE 


///  2 / / .5-^- 


S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


D 


Q 

QUES. 

) 

’ ’r 

^ GS  14  ^ 10  yrs . 

/6  Yes 

/DS/CaI^O 

. 0 

^ 10  yrs. 

/Aj  YES 

^ />y  NO 

1 

r 

» GS  13  •=  10  yrs . 

35  w YES 

Smj\!  no 

1 

1.  - 

^ 10  yrs. 

252hi  YES 

JaJ  NO 

u 

UNIDENTIFIED 

YES 

/aJ  no 

r 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

YES 

NO 

b 

f 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

QN  yes 

/yV  NO 

■'  r 

D 

TOTALS 

JO  yes  ' 

NO 

' ; i 

D 
0 
0 
0 
D 
{ . 
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S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES. 

s^GS  14  > 10  yrs. 

/a/  Yes 

jorsj  NO 

i 10  yrs. 

YES 

3aJ  no 

GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

3M  YES 

NO 

^ 10  yrs. 

_^YES 

3a/  no 

UNIDENTIFIED 

YES 

/a/  no 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

YES 

NO 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

■Sa/  YES 

/?.\J  NO 

TOTALS 

■3"  yes  ' 

J9  no 

I 


3 


i 


I 


J 


S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES. 

^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 
— 10  yrs. 

GS  13  ^ 10  iTS. 
~ 10  yrs. 
UNIDENTIFIED 
TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 
TOTAL  NAVSEC 
TOTALS 


35/.A/ Yes 

NO 

/A/AZ  YES 

3SZaJ  no 

:2.s  /aI  yes 

C'i2Aj  NO 

J2.^  5Ay  YES 

NO 

YES 

/a/  no 

^5  YES 

NO 

/ JV  YES 

^/a/  no 

YES 

NO 
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f 

t- 

!■  . 

i ^ 

‘ !■' 

: <■-' 

QUES.  / 

i':' 

^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

, ' r 

- 1 

10  yrs . 

\ I 

' ••  / 

t ■'  r 

1 \ . 

- GS  13  ^ 10  yrs . 

■ i i: 

^10  yrs. 

i; 

UNIDENTIFIED 

i" 

’ ( — 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

/ !• 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

f] 

TOTALS 

: ‘ 1 i 

1 • ^ 

\ 

li 

CUMULATI\^E 

0 

n 

"j'' 

; ^ 

hi. 1 !’ 

S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES. 


^GS  14 '=i  10  yrs. 

L 

. /M  / 

//J  /V^^//33/V/"z6 

^ 10  yrs . 

Z_ 

/A/  / 

//A///W/ 

^ GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

/ 

/ 

MA'J/  /5  / 3S  /aJ 

— 10  yrs . 

//j  / /S  /y\/  A^-vA^/ / /A/ 

UNIDENTIFIED 

jU 

/ 

/ / / /aJ 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

/i  / 

ys  ///5  / 5*5  / /5*5 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

S' a/  / 

2aJ  /'>V/^a//  7aJ 

TOTALS 

C / 

.3  / /‘/  / ? / Jz 

CUMUIATWE 

/_ 

6/ 

9 /^'f/3j/  3? 

S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


QUES.  2.0 
^GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 


^ 10  yrs . 


GS  13  10  yrs. 


10  yrs . 


UNIDENTIFIED 


TOTAL  NAVShlPS 


TOTAL  NAVSEC 


TOTALS 


CUMUJJVTIVE 


.'T/J/  -5-5  .J-A///3  2aJ/  / /xs 
/ /a)  //i  /V  //■T//\/  /5  / /-^ 

A5~y/V/  /Ai^/  / 

$ .S^\J/  /5 /3S  / / a// 

/ / / / / 

/ /.3J/  /^-S/  / /5 

/ /Cts// C-/\y  / -^'/v'/  x/v  / /A 

/ -33  / /6~  / //  / <<-  / ^ / 

/ 2 / --jy  / '///  o i-/  -r 


< 


1-^ 


S = NAVSHIPS  N = NAV3EC 


QUES. 


^GS  14  10  yrs. 

Yes 

/S2a}no 

i 10  yrs. 

c?>  5^V  YES 

■ /-$.  NO 

GS  13  ^ 10  yrs. 

3a;  YES 

NO 

^ 10  yrs. 

‘^/3_  3W  YES 

NO 

UNIDENTIFIED 

J/\!  YES 

NO 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

yes 

_2^NO 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

2 ( 'a/yes 

.2/i'  NO 

TOTALS 

Vi'  yes  • 

NO 
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S = NAVSHIPS 


N = NAVSEC 


^■GS  14  ^ 10  yrs. 

^2a/  Yes 

7s>  9a)  no 

^ 10  yrs. 

/SJaJ  YES 

352/^  no 

* GS  13  * 10  yrs. 

YES 

7s  5 a)  no 

^ 10  yrs. 

2^1  A}  YES 

UNIDENTIHED 

YES 

-/6Z..NO 

TOTAL  NAVSHIPS 

//S  YES 

no 

TOTAL  NAVSEC 

YES 

/9j  no 

TOTALS 

YES 

NO 
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The  following  sample  analysis  using  question  1 is  included 
by  way  of  an  example  in  order  for  the  reader  to  verify  the  statistical 
analysis.  The  arithmetic  involved  is  simple  enough  to  allow  the 
reader  to  check  any  specific  analysis. 

The  null  hypothesis  (Hq)  is  that  there  is  no  significant  ident- 
ifiable group  opinion,  i.e. , that  responses  will  be  distributed 
evenly  across  all  choices  . 

The  hypothesis  of  test  (Hj)  is  that  there  is  a significant 
difference  in  choices  ( a group  opinion  ) at  the  99%  confidence 
interval . 

Example:  Question  1 has  five  possible  answers,  therefore  by 

each  answer  would  receive  1/5  of  the  responses. 

The  cumulative  frequency  would  be 
1,  2,  3,  4,  5 

the  cumulative  frequency  ratio  is  1/5,  2/5,  3/5,  4/5,  5/5 
the  actual  cumulative  frequency  is 

10,  39,  51,  57,  59 
the  ratio  is 

10/59,  39/59,  51/59,  57/59,  59/59 
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the  difference  between  the  actual  ratio  and  the  null  ratio  is  now 
calculated 


100/590,  390/590,  510/590,  570/590 

- 118/590,  - 236/590,  - 354/590,  - 472/590 

- 18/590,  154/590,  156/590,  98/590 

the  greatest  difference  is 


156/590  =.264 

2 

Using  table  O,  of  Kraft  and  von  Eeden.  (since  the  number  of 
samples  is  greater  than  40)  look  up  P = .01  (99%  confidence) 
from  this  we  get  x = 1 . 63 

for  '7t.>40  the  area  above  tr^  =•  X 


.•.tVv- 


Since  our  greatest  ratio  is  above  this 
We  reject  H^,  and  accept  H^, 

Clarification  or  the  correctness  of  the  mathematics  involved  will 
not  be  discussed  here. 

Questions  5,  16,  17  were  the  only  cases  where  the  null 
hypothesis  was  not  rejected . 

In  the  cases  of  questions  15,  16,  17,  I and  II  all  responses 
were  significant  and  no  test  really  needed  to  be  performed. 


*if  nr:-.4o  then 


and  table  M is  used. 


I 


r 
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Discussion  Paper 


Subject:  Functional  Cognizance  of  Ship  Electronics 

Summary: 

Part  I The  Historical  Perspective  of  NAVSEC  Mission  and  Staffing 

a.  NAVSEC's  mission  is  twofold:  The  Navy's  center  of  engineering 
excellence  for  ship  integration,  and  in-house  executor  of  effort  tasked  by 
program  managers. 

b.  Until  February  1967,  NAVSEC  was  charged  with  ship  design  inte- 
gration through  contract  design  at  which  time  cognizance  was  formally 
transferred  to  the  (former)  Type  Desk  for  construction  and  maintenance. 

With  the  advent  of  the  SHAPM  concent,  the  ship  acquisition  manager  assumes 
cognizance  of  the  ship  from  its  conceptual  stage  through  delivery  to  the 
Fleet,  at  which  time  the  Ship  Logistic  Manager  assumes  cognizance  for 
maintenance. 

c.  ' "Complex  ships"  require  that  engineering  and  management  planning 

begin  far  earlier  than  with  simpler  ships;  this  is  true  for  new  construction, 
overhaul,  alteration  and  conversion.  This  imposes  added  manpower  in  two 
ways:  more,  and  for  longer  periods.  PPBS  was  and  is  malfunctioning  in 

its  failure  to  match  Headquarters  manpower  resources  to  these  added  require- 
ments. As  the  Fleet  population  of  complex  ships  has  increased  (both  in 
absolute  terms  and  in  proportional  terms),  manpower  requirements  for 
NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  were  similarly  increased.  Unable  to  program/fund 
these  requirements  in  Headquarters,  the  Navy  took  the  only  alternative 
(non-support  of  programs  was/is  not  an  available  alternative):  the  two- 

fold engineering  support  mission  was  converted  to  field  status. 

d.  While  the  funding  of  DOD  programs  has  declined,  programs 
assigned  to  NAVSHIPS  and  NAVSEC  have  increased.  The  PPBS  continues  to 

be  non-responsi ve  to  these  changes.  These  anomalies  have  been  recognized 
in  the  recent  draft  PBD  which  proposes  to  put  NAVSEC  under  NIF  accounting, 
such  that  available  and  funded  workload  more  directly  drives  staffing. 


Part  II  Electronics  Organizatioa  of  the  Naval  Material  Command  « 

,-  a.  Naval  electronics  emerged  as  a major  ship  engineering  ^ 

discipline  in  World  War  II.  Establishment  of  a Bureau  of  Electronics 
^was  considered  in  the  early  1950's  and  has  been  discussed  periodically 
since. ^.^The  evolution  of  electronics  has  continued;  it  is  now  an  integral 
part^-df  ship  development  and  design,  is  a major  factor  in  establishing 
^ip  costs,  and  is  the  dominant  element  of  ship  integration  engineering. 


Thu  Historical  PcrsoecCivo  of  NAVScC  Mission  and  Staffing  j 

A.  The  iavy  has  vjrtainod  an  in-nouse  ship  engineering  capnbiii:',-  I 

since  V'/  I.  Tnreugh  ir;any  evolutionary  changes,  this  capr.uiii.,'  ) 

now  resides  in  the  iJava!  Snip  Engineering  Center  (IAVSlC)  . 'i... 

organieetions  have  c.ianged  significantly,  the  basic  tr.issic..  <.l 
engineering  support  has  retained  an  essentially  dual  cnarcst'-ij  t*". 

1.  NAVSEC  (and  its  predecessors,  nercafter  simply  MAVSIC) 
provides  the  .lavy  with  a center  of  engineering  excellence  :o.- 
i'iaval  ship  ocs  i gn  and  integration  engineering.  The  inpertanr  . 
and  technology  of  ship  integration  engineering  has  steadily 
grown  as  llaval  ships  have  advanced  in  complexity. 


2.  ilAVSLC  a iso  serves  as  an  in-house  executor  of  engineer i>! 
ta>l<s  assigned  by  program  managers,  whether  directly  fro.i  '..'i  . Pa 
headguarters  or  indirectly  from  other  sources  througn 
The  triportar.ee  of  In-housc  engineering  task  support  has  gro;.-. 
in  direct  response  to  demands  for  more  ready  response  to 
needs  of  a leaner  ficct. 

This  ♦cc’'nir.'i  han  i.'.  ■■  wei|,rp 

Uv/I  I , the  Korean  conflict,  and  in  recent  bl  uc-v.’atcr  ana  b-o 
operations.  .'Icssive  problems,  v/hich  have  cnerged  v/licr.:  j.  c Xk/ 
house  tcci.nlcal  competence  is  obseiu  (e.g.,  B-36,  TFX,  CS"'. 
iMk  -^iS  torpedo)  have  by  end  large,  not  character  i zoo  :■  ic.vy  < rvcc|iA\ 
sltion.  The  problems  which  exist  are,  on  balancced,  mlror 
vicv/cd  anninst  tnc  fleet  in  being  v/hich  is  a tribute  to  t m . 
goals  jointly  purs^Cu  by  the  operating  fleet  and  \ic  vi'.-.-,  , 

This  in-.house  competence  srculd  not  be  dealt  with  caprlcinu... 

B.  Until  13>j7,  IIAVCZC  v/as  charged  v/i  th  ship  design  and  inii'_: 
througli  contract  design.  This  included  feasibility  stuj:^s, 
concept  fornulatior>,  nrelininary  design,  and  contract  dcsi  .. 
i/hen  a ship  design  v;a3  dcvelonod  to  the  point  where  a com 


shipbuilder  could  produce  a satisfactory  vessel  as  spec  , 

cognizance  of  the  ship  was  formally  transferred  to  tl'.e  vfo,. 

Type  Desk,  •./hich  \/as  responsible  for  its  construction,  r..'.', 
evaluation,  na I nter.ancc , and  disposal.  Keviews  of  tiic  oC,-.  ..  .,t 
cycle  discicseJ  several  deficiencies  in  this  arrangeront,  ! 
views  of  flet*  sunport  indicated  that  this  function  also  coi  . 
Innroved  if  it  we-c  undilutoo.  In  13o7,  tl'.e  Snip  /\cqu  i s i t ’ < 
Project  ’lonagc.ment  (Sn'.P")  concept  v/es  instituted.  Un.ler  1 
concept  tnc  pr.oject  manager  assuir.es  cognizance  of  a sf.ip  f."v. 
concept  formulation,  through  construction  and  deliver”  im  t'. 
fleet.  At  t.hat  tir,e,  cognizance  of  tnc  ship  is  trans ferr;..  .0  • 
Ship  Logistic  .''an.-.riT , which  retains  ship  cngiiKicrinq  int.  . . 

cogniz.snce  until  tiic  snip  is  inactivated  or  ot.ncrwisc  -i.  • ' ■ 

Thus,  th'i  ”Tyri’  J-;sk''is  rcs'nnsi!;!e  for  nan.-'ninq  the  r 1 ■' 

I ntcg.'o  t i an  r>-  t.ne  ,'!eet  .of  teday.  Tne  Sil'.P.M  manages  . 


Integration  of  the  fleet  of  tomorrow.  MAVSEC  continues  to  serve 
both  In  its  dual  - mission  capacity.  Because  of  the  extremely 
close  relationship  of  ship  system-and-component  design  and  pro- 
curement, and  the  advantages  of  such  functions  being  executed  in 
close  liaison  v^lth  ship  engineering,  iJAVSEC  has  executed  these 
functions  as  wel 1 . ' 


Engineering  and  management  planning  for  complex  ships  is  more 
intense  and  must  begin  far  earlier  with  complex  ships  than  v/ith 
simpler  ships.  This  is  true  for  new  construction,  conversion, 
alteration,  and  overnaui.  Thus,  the  manpower  support  require- 
ments for  complex  ships  are  increased  two  ways:  more,  and  for  a 
longer  periods  of  time.  As  the  fleet  population  of  complex  ships 
has  gro-.vn  (in  both  absolute  and  proportional  terns),  manpov/er 
requirements  for  both  ilAVSEC  and  IIAVSHIPS  were  similarly  increased. 
Repeated  attempts  to  apply  the  Planning,  Programming,  and  Budget- 
ing System  (PP3S)  to  these  requirements  have  failed.  The  require- 
ments were  recognized  as  early  as  FY  1966  when  a PBD  recognized  that 
projected  program  growth  would  generate  a NAVSEC  workload  in  excess 
of  ^,000  people  in  the  present  time  frame.  Program  projections 
have  In  fact  evolved  as  predicted,  but  the  PP3S  was  and  is  mal- 
functioning in  Its  failure  to  match  programs  authorized  for 
execution  with  manpower  necessary  to  execute  those  programs. 

Unable  to  progran/fund  these  requirements  in  headquarters,  and 
non-support  of  programs  not  being  an  available  alternative,  the 
ilavy  took  the  only  remaining  course  of  action.  The  twofold 
engineering  support  mission  was  converted  to  field  activity  status. 
In  FY  1966,  iAVSHIPS,  with  internal  ilavy  support,  split  engineer- 
ing support  off  from  headquarters  (where  augmentation  was  not 
permitted)  and  formed  a local  activity  with  field  status  (where 
more  staffing  flexibility  existed).  (Subsequent  to  this  action, 
reorganization  at  the  C.lO/C.'iM  level  has  resulted  in  SYSCOil  "head- 
quarters" offices  being  designated  as  field  echelons.  The  PPoS 
continued  to  control  SYSCOM  "headquarters"  as  before,  however. 

This  Issue  has  been  a matter  of  correspondence  and  discussion  by 
the  tlavy  and  OSD  Secretarial  staffs.)  As  displayed  in  this  chart, 
NAVSH I PS/iiAVSEC  in  combination  are  at  tne  end  of  a I5“year  trend 
during  which  v/orkload  (as  measured  in  constant  1956  dollars  of 
Total  Obligational  Authority)  is  rising  at  an  average  annual  rate 
of  $32  million  v/hile  civilian  manpower  is  declining  at  an  average 
annual  rate  of  ^0  people. 
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0.  While  the  funding  of  Defense  programs  has  declined  In  recent 
years,  programs  assigned  to  IIAVSHIPS  and  tIAVSEC  have  Increased 
significantly  as  displayed  In  these  charts. 


•disco'jnlcilsconstml  l%6  dollars 


In  response  to  these  changes,  ilAVSEC's  direct-funded  effort 
is  deci Ining. 
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However,  MAVSEC's  program  funded  retmbursable  effort  has 
Increased  significantly. 
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Program  managers  have  increased  authorized  funds  to  support 
acquisition  of  engineering  services.  They're  free  to  go  else- 
where, but  many  go  to  .TAVSEC.  .TAVSEC  averages  a 23-day  response 
tine,  v/hereas  procuring  engineering  services  under  contract 
often  takes  months.  In  addition  to  responsiveness,  the  quality 
of  IIAVSEC  engineering  support  is  high.  For  example,  in  a recent 
commendatory  letter,  the  C.TO  stated  that  the  PF  design  study 
"exemplified  the  type  of  v/ork  my  staff  and  I have  come  to  expect 
from  your  command." 

The  above  analysis  has  been  repeatedly  and  independently  verified: 

1966  - PCD  approved  i|,000+  for  riAVSf.C  "within  total  Navy  man- 
pov/er." 

1969  ” SCN  study  identified  chronic  understaff Ing  as  problem 

source. 

1970  ” House  Appropr iat I ons  Committee  approved  2,028  for 

HAVSHIPS  Hq.  for  FY  1971.  Authorized:  1,737  for  FY 

1971,  1,6^0  for  FY  1972. 

1971  *■  OCMM  agreed  to  support  NAVSEC  employment  above  budget 

level.  I 


■ 1971  - OSO  In  draft  PBD  (not  yet  formalized)  recommends 

MIF  accounting  for  NAVSEC  to  permit  program  funds 
to  drive  staffing. 

Faced  with  such  a oosture,  iiAVSHIPS  has  migrated  selected  head- 
quarters functions  to  UAVSEC  ceiling: 

1966  - 112  GETS  sonar  employees 

1970  - 173  CMM  directed  (mostly  sonar) 

1971  “ 162  Professional  trainees  plus  rest  of  sonar 

1972  - 12  CUM  directed  (PM-2) 

’*59 

E,  Many  self-help  efforts  contribute  to  solutions,  but  plain 
human  effort  Is  not  substitutable. 

-SHAPMs  novv  control  SCM. 

-Project  Directives  system  controls  tasks  & expenditures. 
-Priority  system  aids  in  resource  allocation. 

-Zero-based  budgeting  aids  in  program  and  task  selection, 

-Project  Improve!  direct  action/effort  to 

-Course  6 Speed  3 management  objectives. 

The  cost  of  not  staffing  cannot  be  avoided  - the  need  v/ill  return 
In  another  form;  i.e.,  claims;  1200  PSI  system. 
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4.  NAVORD  was  established  to  provide  a Navy  center  of 

expertise  for  weapons  technology,  but  with  the  clear  understanding 
that  its  systems  must  be  integrated  into  the  ship  by  NAVSHIPS. 

\ 5.  The  integration  of  the  whole  ship  increasingly  became 

a dominant  function  assigned  to  NAVSHIPS.  COMNAVSHIPS  has  responsibility 
for  the  SCN  appropriation  and  for  speaking  for  the  Navy  to  the  ship- 
building industry  and  to  Congress. 

\ 

By  1968  the  stresses  and  strains  of  the  new  NMC  organization  had 
become  evident.  Disagreement  regarding  shipboard  electronics  developed 
in  a series  of  flag  meetings  to  review  the  SYSCOM  charters.  NAVORD 
strongly  urged  the  transfer  of  sonar,  radar  and  NTDS  to  its  cognizance. 

NAVELEX  supported  NAVSHIPS  in  the  need  to  have  single  system  control 
over  electronics  shipboard  systems,  such  control  then  and  now  in  the 
NAVSHIPS  Charter.  \ // 

I '■ 

By  1971,  NMC  Organization  Review  under  RADM  Rapp  discovered  , 

certain  basic  problems  in  the  area  of  the  organization  of  electronics.  ' 

Integration  of  ships  involved  ever-increasing  interfaces  among  NAVSHIPS,  NAVELEX  j 
and  NAVORD,  and  NAVSHIPS  responsibility  to  integrate  ship  combat  systems 
was  being  questioned  increasingly.  The  need  for  stronger  authority 
and  accountability  for  a single  executive  in  charge  of  this  total  ship 
was  clear,  as  technical  and  ship  cost  problems  grew  ever  more  complex. 

Technical  trends  were  driving  electronics  closer  together  with  other 
ship  environmental  factors,  including  hull  structure  (e.g.,  sonar, 
antennas),  total  weapons  systems,  ship  spectrum,  etc.  At  the  same 
time,  enemy  threats  requiring  improved  combat  system  reaction  time 
dictated  a closer  functional  relationship. 


B.  The  Rapp  Committee  "NAVSHOE"  Recommendations 

The  proposal  to  combine  SHIPS,  ORD  and  ELEX  into  a single  command 

resulted  from  the  recognition  of 

the  need  to  integrate  ships  more  fully;  the  difficulty  of  holding  one 
executive  responsible  under  the  present  system  with  major  interfaces 
created  in  ship  design;  the  absolute  need  to  reduce  manpower  over  the 
predictable  future. 

The  NAVSHOE"  proposal  seeks  to  accomplish  two  major  objectives 
In  the  electronics  area:  unite  all  ship  electronics  with  other  ship 

systems;  and  place  overall  review  and  direction  of  electronic  policy 
and  standardization  at  the  NAVMAT  staff  level  under  a flag  officer, 
divested  of  resources,  so  that  he  would  not  compete  with  the  SYSCOHS  in 
hardware  development. 

C.  What  Would  Be  the  Effects  of  Putting  All  Electronics  Into  NAVELEX? 

1 . Advantages 

a.  single  executive  accountable  for  both  policy  and 
hardware  development; 

b.  competition  between  electronics  sngineering  organizations 
would  be  el iminatea; 
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c.  development  of  common  hardware  would  be  facilitated. 

2.  Disadvantages: 

a.  the  weakness  of  the  present  system,  i.e.,  SYSCOM 
Interfaces,  would  be  increased,  since  integration 

of  the  combat  system  would  be  no  longer  possible  by  NAVSHIPS 
and  NAVORD  would  have  to  jointly  put  together  the  combat 
system  with  NAVELEX,  with  reference  to  NAVSHIPS  for 
other  ship  considerations. 

b.  NAVAIR  and  NAVSHIPS  would  continue  to  be  held 
responsible  for  platform  integration,  but  both  would 
lose  certain  functions  they  now  control,  with  NAVAIR 
losing  its  present  advantage  as  a total  platform  entity. 
(Obviously,  the  principle  of  transferring  all  ship 
electronics  would  also  apply  to  NAVAIR). 

c.  The  concept  of  uniting  ordnance  and  ship  systems  would 
be  difficult  to  implement.  In  effect,  the  basic 
premise  of  NAVSHOE  would  be  vitiated,  and  potentially 
more  effective  total  ships  and  eventual  manpower  savings 

' from  the  SHOE  combination  would  be  lost. 

d.  The  NAVMAT  staff  would  have  to  take  on  increased 
functions  of  resolving  ship  problems  and  this  would 
require  increased  review  and  layering  at  the  NAVMAT 
level. 

e.  Removing  the  electronic  engineering  influence  from 
within  the  NAVSHIPS  organization  will  inevitably  weaken 
the  ship  design  produced  by  naval  architects  and  marine 
engineers,  and  reverse  a trend  to  integrate  different 
engineering  viev/points  in  the  design  process. 

D.  Conclusions 
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In  spite  of  its  attractiveness  from  an  electronic  viewpoint  alone 
the  consolidation  of  electronic  functions  within  a single  command  is 
less  satisfactory  in  practice  than  the  present  way  of  doing  business, 
with  all  its  weaknesses,  since  it  lessens  the  chances  of  both  effect! 
ship  combat  system  and  total  ship  system  integration. 
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The  advantages  of  the  NAVSHOE  proposal  are  believed  to  offer  the 
greatest  potential  for  improvement.  The  present  system,  if  retained, 
can  be  further  strengthened  by  reemphasizing  collocation  efforts  at 
NAVSEC  between  SYSCOM  engineering  staffs. 
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WTAL  SBIP  EISINEERINa  CElfTER 

For  Bore  than  a year  nov,  the  Bureau  of  Ships  has  been  planning  for  a 
aignlTlcant  decentralization  of  mjor  functlona  to  the  field  service. 
Inplementatlon  of  these  plana  is  talcing  shape  in  the  form  of  the  nev 
Naval  Ship  Engineering  Conter  {iVCf^ISC),  a recently  established  5USHIPS 
field  activity. 

Decentralization  la  the  proeeaa  of  eealgning  functions  now  iKirfonaod  by 
the  Ifcad<?uartera  to  a field  activity,  either  existing  or  no’.:.  In  Gooa 
cases,  decentralization  has  aeant  a reasalgnaent  of  functions  tr<xi  Head- 
quarters to  field,  vithout  an  accoc5)anylng  reassiennent  of  personnel. 

However,  in  Bost  cases  decentralization  has  involved  reasslgnnient  of  both 
functions  and  personnel;  this  la  the  case  in.  the  cotabllr.lment  of  the 
NAVSEC.  Incidentally,  docentrallzatlc^  does  not  necesoarllj'  include  re- 
location. It  is  poaaible  to  call  a function  and  the  organization  v;Ulch 
porfoma  it  as  field  in  nature  without  novinc  the  organization  a foot;  on 
the  other  hand,  it  is  poaslbls  to  relocate  a Headquartern  unit  I'roa  or» 
town  to  another  vithout  changing  its  Headqxiai-torB  status.  In  the  cnoe  of 
ilAVSEC,  doccntrallzatlon  at  tha  present  does  not  include  physical  relocation, 
although  VB  are  giving  serious  conaideratloa  to  the  poBslblllty  of  acquiring 
focllitloB  In  the  Washington  area  for  our  ItAVCEC  people  uhlch  are  hotter 
than  tho?e  cun-ontly  available  to  then  in  the  old  .’Iain  Havy-Munltlona 
ccsiplcx. 

Jh^tsmxres  on  the  Doresa  to  undertUce  aajor  decentralization  actions  have 
Bt-eaned  frcei  two  aourcesi  Rigid  limitations  on  Headquarters  coiling,  ntvl 


the  alze  of  the  Navy's  Headquarters  orgsuil^tion  as  conQ>ared  to  the  Head- 
quarters of  the  other  two  services.  On  3 April  1?63,  HAD?!  Jaocs,  then 
Chief  of  the  Bureau,  addressed  an  urgent  rcKiuest  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  for  an  Increase  In  DUSinrS  celling.  Tills  request  was  responded 
to  by  the  Under  Secretaiy  of  the  Navy  in  a 'lenoramlun  addressed  to  the 
Chief  of  Naval  Material;  in  this  Meioo,  the  Under  Secretary  called  attention 
to  serious  rostrlctlcns  placed  on  Dei>artmental  Headquarters  celling,  and 
recaaaanded  that  coiling  problem  be  solved  by  major  transfers  of  functions 
frew  the  Headquarters  to  the  field  service.  In  this  v.-ay,  fimctlons  thus 
roaasignod,  by  being  staffed  frea  within  field  celling,  could  enjoy  the 
much  greater  flexibility  in  distributing  resources  which  is  avnllablo  to 
manage  within  total  world-wide  field  ceiling.  At  the  same  tirao,  SECDSF 
and  SECNAV  becaiao  coacemod  at  the  disparity  between  Navy  Hoadquartora 
and  the  Iloadcruartcrs  of  tha  other  two  services;  at  that  tine  tho  size  of 
tlie  Navy  Headquarters  was  alnoet  twice  the  elze  of  Arm:,'  Hendquartors. 

A policy  was  therefore  established  to  reduce  tho  sir.e  of  Navy  Headquarters 
by  reassigning  functions  frcca  Headquarters  to  I'leld. 

In  October  of  last  year,  acting  within  tho  guidance  tlius  provided  by  tho 
Secretariat,  the  Chlof  of  Naval  rnterial  callad  upon  hie  four  Burccun  to 
propose  functions  which  could  be  declared  ac  field  in  nature  and  thus 
transferred  freer'. the  Uaadq'X’irters . In  tho  r,cm  month,  BUSICTP3  replied 
by  recocE»2vUng  the  transfer  to  tho  field  of  significant  tociinical  c:id 
onglneesrlng  functions  to  a new  actl’.i.ty  to  bo  created  for  this  pwpose, 
called  tho  Naval  Nhlp  Englneartng  Cupport  Activity  (liAVBESA).  This  iccom- 
rsondatlon  vras  approved  In  principle  by  the  C?l'  In  Decernbe’'.  Ifavlng  boon 


. I 

!' 

j 

directed  to  proceed  vith  liylranntatlon,  I requested  tho  Chief  of  Naval  | 

Operations  to  establish  the  new  liAVSESA,  and  directed  RAOM  Jack  Fee  to  I 

proceed  with  detailed  planning.  The  new  NAVSEGA  field  activity  vas 
established  by  SIZCHA.V  in  Judy  of  19^5 • In  order  tn  give  the  activity  a 
naan  which  bettor  describes  Its  functions  and  ia^rtance,  SBCNAV  last 
month  approved  a change  in  the  title  from  ’ViVBSGA  to  Naval  Ship  Engineering 
Center  (NAVEEC),  which  la  now  the  official  name  of  the  activity. 

The  MVSEC^  when  fully  established,  will  represent  a consolidation  of  the 
bureau 's  technical^ and  engineering  capability,  together  with  the  inventory 
management  functions  necoasary  to  cupport  this  capability.  Tho  new  field 
activity  will  consist  of  tlm -present  Ships  Design  Division  and  the  old 
Tochnlcal  Logistics  Dlvlalons;  for  those  of  you  familiar  t^th  the  ISJSillPS 
phone  book,  . this  is  a eonblnatlon  of  Codes  UlO  and  600.  The  field 
activity  la  doslgnod  to  be  a responsive  one;  that  In,  one  i.hlch  performs 
tho  functloaa  of  chip  design  and  aystea  njul  equlpcaent  doveloptaent,  design, 
enginecrix^,  proc'.u'cment  and  Inventory  sttppcrt.  In  response  to  requirements 
laid  on  it  by  tho  progroa  and  project  managers  who  remain  In  tlw  Headquartorg. 

The  field  activity  irlU  consist  of  tliree  major  crgAnl.atlonal  groupings: 

(l)  Acquisition  IlanogeiDcnt  Department,  which  will  he  rcsooari'ljLC  t:> 
manage  tho  acquisition  of  critical  systems  and  cqulpnents  frera  Initial 
design  through  to  delivery  to  ths  Fleet; 

(S)  Design  and  Engineering  Department,  which  irlll  contain  our 
Naval  nrcliltocts  end  chip  and  syeten  engineers;  It  Is  In  this  Depfurtment 
that  the  Bureau's  fund&aaatal  design  and  onglnoorliv5t  functions  will  bo 
performed;  utd 


(3)  Material  Depax*tzasnt(  vhich  will  provide  Inventory 

raanageaent  and  s\q>port  functions  to  our  engineering  codes  and  to  the 
Surecu's  prcoron  and  project  managers. 

NAVSSC  vlll  desl^  and  procure  oost  F&S  cognisance  oquipoientSf  \inder  the 
oanagenent  of  the  Uaad;^xartera.  Sooe  Items  such  as  nuclear  coo^KHientSi 
sonar  equixsaents^  saall  boats  and  landing  cxoXt  euid  periscopes  will  continue 
to  bo  designed  and  porocurod  by  proc«aa  and  project  nanaigers  in  the  Head- 
quarters* We  are  vorhlng  with  BUSAUDA  to  realign  cognizance  symbols  for 
equipments  so  as  to  bo  able  to  differentiate  clearly  bet^reon  those  which 
are  managed  in  BHSIflPS  Headquarters  and  those  which  are  raon/iged  by  IVtVSSC 
for  the  Headquarters*  Eeparate  MH^TOIP  and  ccrmmlcatlon  rooting 
identlfiora  nay  be  assigned  to  HAVCIX;.  In  the  interim,  until  specific 

t 

instructions  ore  icaued,  A’JTCDIH  traffic,  nesaages,  letters  and  telephone 
calls  in  regard  to  equipnonts  and  cnterlal  should  continue  to  be  addressed 
aa  in  the  patrt* 

An  I mentioned  before,  MWSESA,  now  llMSSC,  \ra»  establishod  in  July  of  this 
year,  ^Rie  first  increment  of  functions  and  pcroonnel  - ccraprislng  most  of 
tho  old  Tcclailcal  Loglotlcs  Divisions  - was  trannforred  to  i'lAVSEC  on 
7 IJovcmbor  the  majority  of  tha  Ship  Design  Divioion  will  be  tronsfexTOd 

on  19  December*  Remaining  chip  design  and  tochnlcal  logistics  personnel 
will  bo  phased  Into  HAVSEC,  together  with  thatr  functions,  starting  in 
January  1966.  ¥o  hc^  to  hsvs  all  functions  and  personnel  scheduled  for 
rcaaslgnmant  actually  in  IIWEEC  by  the  end  of  tlie  third  quarter  of  this 
fiscal  ynarj  we  plan  to  have  tho  now  liAVCSC  Internal  organization  fully 


opsratlonal  by  May  of  19^*  Ve  aro  also  planning  to  bring  the  Electronica 
M&ljrtanaDeQ  E^iaserlng  Centar  at  Norfolk  and  the  URTL/fiechlnery  Maintenance 
rngloMring  cce^ilex  in  Ihiladalphla  Into  liAVHEC  as  field  offices'  by  next 
suMBO:.  Howevar,  their  etisaion  of  providing  engineering  assistance  to  the 
Fleets  for  assigned  aqulpoents  viU  not  change. 

HA.VSGC  had  its  genesis  in  poressures  to  decentralize.  However,  it  should 
not  be  thought  that  HAVSEC  represents  no  acre  than  a ' change  in  the  name 
of  Arkansas.'  I wish  to  eephasize  that  «e  mean  to  have  this  a real  field 
activity,  and  a hl^^ily  effective  one.  I believe  that  a consolidation 
of  tbs  ibip,  system,  and  equipeiant  design,  engineering,  and  technical 
ss^port  functions  into  coa  integrated  organization  with  a single 
ecBtaander  vlll  represent  a q<aantua  ic^rovement  in  our  capability  to 
respond  to  yooxr  needs. 


